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CHAPTER I. THE PROBLEM 
Public elementary and secondary schools in the United States are, in general, ill-
prepared with adequate board policies that address issues related to current and emerging 
communication and information technologies. With the rush to provide modern computer 
workstations and to connect these workstations to the Internet, public school districts have 
often leaped before they have looked. By putting these information technologies into the 
hands of administrators, teachers, support staff, and students before addressing policy issues, 
school districts place themselves at risk of being in positions to act or react after the fact 
when incidents or issues arise. 
Introduction 
As early as 1994, the North Central Regional Education Laboratory urged policy 
makers to begin to address current developments in digital technology. "Connections by 
schools into the communications infrastructure no longer appear to be luxuries, but 
necessities if our schools and our learners are to gain knowledge that is relevant in 
tomorrow's world" (North Central Regional Education Laboratory, 1994, p. 6). Policy issues 
associated with schools and the communications infrastructure were made complex by rapid 
changes in technologies. The tangle of agencies, federal initiatives, state initiatives, and 
processes that regulated and coordinated technology and education throughout the nation 
may have confounded an effective study and replication of best practices in instructional 
technology implementation. What was wanted for an education system and its processes and 
what was wanted out of them was ambiguous at best, including the application of 
technologies in instruction (North Central Regional Education Laboratory, 1994). The 
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Clinton administration, Congress, and several state houses all sensed an urgency and 
obligation for increasing the amount of quality technology in schools. Boards of education 
needed to address the implications of this connectivity and other information technology 
issues that were becoming widely available in schools, businesses, and communities. Boards 
of education also needed to reaffirm strict compliance with existing laws and regulations, 
such as copyright and fair-use issues (Darden, 2001). 
Technological advances were sometimes viewed as a potential menace to civil liberties. 
When George Orwell wrote 1984, Stalin was still alive and Hitler had recently died. George 
Orwell believed the dictator of the future would use technological advances to hold people in 
subjugation. This was also the premise of Brave New World by Aldous Huxley. It has not 
worked out that way. Computers, cellular phones, facsimile machines, and Internet-related 
communications empower individuals, rather than oppress them, as previously feared 
(Naisbitt & Aburdene, 1990). Events such as the breakup of the Soviet Union, the 
reunification of Germany, the Tiennaman Square uprising, and communications from inside 
the Yugoslav Republic are examples where the global communication infrastructure served 
to facilitate communication to and from individuals within the area in conflict. "By 
identifying the forces pushing the future, rather than those that have contained the past, you 
possess the power to engage with your reality" (Naisbitt & Aburdene, 1990, p. 309). This 
same openness knocked at the traditionally closed doors of America's public secondary and 
elementary schools. 
Companies found the Internet to be an attractive medium for marketing. User 
information and navigation habits were collected. Schools rarely had methods to stop such 
behind-the-scene activities. Some of the elements of this collected information were from 
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small computer programs running on the Web pages in the background. Some vendors 
gathered information from the minors by overtly asking for information on the various Web 
sites run by the companies. Additionally, advertisements designed to entice and direct 
children to the particular company's Web presence were everywhere. Not everyone thought 
finding new, smarter ways to market to kids was a good thing (Trotter, 2001 ; Willard, 
2001a), nor did the United States Congress. 
The 1998 Children's Online Privacy Protection Act (COPPA) required sites serving 
children under thirteen years old to 1) get parental consent before collecting information, 2) 
prominently post a notice of how they collect and use personal information from children, 3) 
not trade information for a children's participation in online activities, 4) let parents review 
and delete a child's information, and 5) protect the confidentiality of the personal information 
they collect. Internet companies were aware of the potential for backlash against collecting 
information about children in order to market to them (Colkin, 2001). Colkin also reported 
that more than half of teens in a survey by eMarketer said they would disclose shopping 
trends or parents' purchasing habits. 
Representative Edward Markey of Massachusetts stated the current Children's On-line 
Privacy Protection Act did not serve consumers nor online commerce well. He urged 
Congressional action to safeguard privacy rights and individual freedom in the online 
environment (Conklin, 2001). Congressional action, Markey believed, could factor in new 
technologies and industry self-regulation into any governmental role. For public schools, the 
transition time between current practices and any future regulatory statutes must involve 
board policy review and the development of associated administrative rules and regulations 
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in order to try to safeguard students and staff privacy in this online world (Darden, 2001 ; 
Willard, 2001a). 
For schools, the marketing issues distilled into two possible tasks. The first task was to 
help educate students, and possibly the community, on steps to protect the identity of young 
Internet users. This manifested itself in an addition to the district curriculum to teach 
"Internet safety" or it may have been made a part of a district acceptable uses policy. The 
second task was to insure a periodic review of processes and supervision practices to help 
young users stay safe while using district equipment (Willard, 2001a). 
American public schools traditionally were closed environments with respect to 
resources available to students and staff. Historically, schools used a purposeful process for 
purchasing resources for use by students and staff. The selection of materials was a 
controlled process based on the educational philosophy of the school or district and the 
policies, rules, and regulations as determined by the local board of education or state agency. 
This reflected a consideration for the local culture and climate of the institution. In a modern 
and connected learning community, students and staff have more control that is individual 
and more individual responsibilities in that fewer human or other processes exist to intervene 
or pre-select the resources used in schools. These new resources are mostly those available 
through the Internet. 
The aforementioned topics are examples of emerging technology related issues that 
required American public school boards of education to be active learners and participants in 
this information-age and communications-age society. Miller and Stevens (1998) argue that 
in considering a vision of technological possibilities rather than simply projecting linear or 
exponential changes in performance, it is crucial to think not only of how technical 
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improvements lead to the substitution of a new generation of tools for existing ones, but also 
of how entirely new ones and indeed new needs, might emerge. They wondered if it would 
be possible and desirable to continue such a rapid pace of change. This rate of change had 
high costs in a seemingly never-ending transition to assimilate ever-changing environments. 
Can society, wondered Miller and Stevens, sustain this rate of change? 
This rapid pace in technology was noticeable in schools. Could boards of education 
keep pace? Members of the boards of education and their superintendents needed to keep 
abreast of current and near-term technologies and the issues surrounding these issues in order 
to keep their guiding documents and board policies congruent with the Net-generation they 
serve. The term Net-generation or N-generation is attributed to Don Tapscott, author of 
Growing Up Digital, The Rise of the Net Generation (1998). 
The dramatic changes in the nature and delivery of information left public school 
districts more open and more vulnerable. The dramatic rate of change also challenges the 
flexibility of policy development processes. The lack of adequate guidance from board 
policies may increase a district's liability and lead to increased exposure to litigation, to 
increased abuse of publicly funded resources, violation of open-meeting laws, and increases 
in problems with personal communication devices in the hands of students and staff. The 
policies in place to manage a paper-oriented system may or may not extrapolate to the 
communications age. Each policy needs periodic review in light of newly available or the 
planned implementation of emerging technologies. 
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Statement of the Problem 
The identified problem for this investigation was that boards of education for United 
States elementary and secondary public schools had not, in general, written, adopted, or 
adapted school board policies in light of the potential impact these technologies and 
surrounding issues had on the learning and work environment. Boards of education are 
responsible for ensuring that schools are safe, vibrant institutions true to their mission. As 
current and emerging technologies continued to push into the fabric of public schools 
systems and communities, it was important that public elementary and secondary schools be 
prepared with adequate board policies that addressed issues related to the current and 
emerging communication and information technologies. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to assist and advise boards of education for K-12 
American public schools in identifying emerging technology issues which may need 
consideration in board policy. This study invoked a process for identifying current and 
emerging technology issues that were germane to board policy development. The discussion 
of each of the identified areas related to the implication of the issues on American public 
school board of education policy. 
While predicting the future is an arrogant task for anyone, there are research tools and 
methods that are able to assist in this forecasting. In identifying major technologies and 
emerging technologies currently or imminently available, the focus remained on the potential 
effect on K—12 public school districts and school district policies and policy issues. Policies 
and policy issues regarding the implementation or use of these technologies included 
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considerations for minimizing social and litigious effects while maximizing the learning and 
business potential these technologies provide for schools. 
A judgment panel was assembled to provide data through a modified Delphi method. 
The panel members were technology directors, teacher educators with a teaching emphasis in 
information technology use and application in K-12 schools, school board members, K-12 
information technology leaders and organization officers, and lawyers who work with or for 
K-12 public schools. The breadth of experiences and expertise of the panel members helped 
insure the representation of multiple points of view. The wide variety of backgrounds of the 
panel members brought perspectives to the panel that included current and future technology 
use and issues. All panel members did significant work in the United States with K-12 public 
schools. The judgment panel worked through a modified Delphi method to confirm and 
identify those critical technologies with policy considerations (Herring, 1997; Tinstone & 
Turoff, 1975; Hudson, 1974; Helmer, 1966). The modifications made to a traditional Delphi 
process included the replacement of the traditional face-to-face environment with a three-
round asynchronous process in which panel members indicated the degree of agreement with 
the policy statements via a Web-based interface. A feedback process enabled distant panel 
members to review their personal ratings of issues as compared to the group. Panel members 
were able to comment on the rationale for the rating given and to view comments made by 
other panel members. The respondent's identity remained unknown to other panel members. 
Objectives of the Study 
This research study focused on identifying technology issues, from both current and 
emerging information technologies, that had potential and were of particular policy interest 
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for public school districts and school boards across the United States. It is the charge of 
boards of education to lay out a pathway for districts and district administrators to follow. 
District officials provide input into these policy areas, advising boards of education on policy 
issues (Clemmer, 1991). Boards of education and district administrators can be powerful 
enablers for successful and innovative application of technology into education. Research 
clearly states that sound, visionary leadership supports successful innovations (Bagby et al., 
2000, Kozma & Shank, 1998; Guzdial, 1998; Honey, Carrigg, & Hawkins, 1998; Reil, 1998; 
Dede, 1998; Lento, O'Neill, & Gomez, 1998; Clemmer, 1991). 
The investigation identified potential policy issues rooted in school and community 
technology deployments as related to American public school policy development and 
implementation. The following tasks were completed. 
1. A review of the literature identified current and emerging technology issues with 
possible implications on board policies. 
2. A review of the research identified the Delphi as a valid process for this study. 
3. A review of the research supported the modifications in the Delphi for an 
asynchronous, Internet-based model. 
4. A review of the literature provided a working definition for the term board policy as 
used in this study. 
5. An electronic environment was designed to be accessible from the World Wide 
Web. This environment allowed for the management of the following processes: 
a. Add, change, and delete items in the issues database. 
b. Secure the site with a password system for the researcher and the participants. 
c. Manage a database of identification codes and passwords for each judgment 
panel participant. This maintained the anonymity of the panel members during 
the process. 
d. Store the panel members' ratings and statements of advocacy. 
e. Lock panel members' ratings and comments until all panel members completed 
each round. 
f. Allow panel members to add issues during round one. These additions were 
added to the database for round two and round three. 
g. Retrieve and display previous comments from previous rounds and display the 
arithmetic mean and standard deviation of the panel member scores for rounds 
two and three. 
h. Retrieve the raw data on ratings, comments, and panel member additions. 
6. Panel members' ratings for the identified issues were captured using a Web site 
using a Delphi-style process. 
7. An initial list of information technology issues, gleaned from the review of research 
and contemporary literature, were identified to populate the issues database for the 
first round of the Delphi-style process. 
The selection of judgment panel members focused on professionals who spent a 
majority of their study or work on elementary and secondary school technology integration 
or policy issues in the United States and on how technology was used in schools. A 
description of the scope for the research project was provided to each panel member through 
an electronic mail message (Appendices D-F). It included a description of policy as related 
to K-12 American schools. The communication included the limitations of the research 
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project to exclude processes or administrative rules and regulations, which are the 
implementation arm and responsibility of school district administrators acting on behalf of 
the board of education. 
The panel accomplished the following tasks. 
1. In the first round of the Delphi process, panel members worked from an initial list 
of technology issues that may have an impact on school and district boards of 
education policies based on the review of contemporary and research literature. 
2. Using their personal and professional knowledge of current and emerging 
technologies and policy, panel members could add additional issues in the first 
round of the Delphi for consideration by the whole panel in round two and round 
three. 
3. Panel members indicated the strength of conviction for their position regarding the 
potential of the identified current and emerging technologies and issues in schools 
through a five-point, Likert-type rating system. Each member was allowed an 
option of indicating no opinion. A no opinion rating was excluded from calculations 
of arithmetic mean and standard deviation shown to the panel members in the 
second and third rounds. 
4. A place to write a comment was available for each issue. This feature was important 
to the modified Delphi-style design since the panel members did not meet face-to-
face. The statements of advocacy from a round were viewable by all panel members 
in the next round. The comments remained anonymous. 
5. Through the anonymous ratings and statements of advocacy, the panel members 
communicated their level of agreement with the need for a board policy on the 
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given issue. In round two and round three, panel members were able to see the 
rating given by them in the previous round and the mean and standard deviation of 
the whole panel as indicators of the panel's overall rating and level of agreement for 
an item. 
The charge for the judgment panel did not include the generation of sample board 
policies. The success of this modified Delphi process was founded in its identification of the 
technology issues for board policy consideration and the degree to which the data were an 
indicator of consensus among the panel members in this asynchronous process. 
Summary descriptive statistics served the analysis of the data. For each issue an 
arithmetic mean and standard deviation for each round were calculated. The descriptive 
statistics indicated the level of agreement and were indicators of the effect statements of 
advocacy may have had on some of the issues. 
Some of the issues identified by the judgment panel were expanded on slightly in this 
study's conclusions. The expanded discussion or expansion noted several points associated 
with the judgment panel's list of issues and comments as identified by the Delphi-style 
activity. 
Research Questions 
As with the rest of American society, public elementary and secondary schools were in 
the midst of many technological innovations. Some of the issues wrapped around these 
innovations fundamentally impact schools and school board policies. Other technologies 
influence the school environment in a cursory manner. With the continued and growing 
integration of new technologies into the social and K-12 school environments, schools need 
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to be prepared to handle the issues associated with these changes. Potential problems as well 
as great opportunities exist for districts in this arena. The following are the research 
questions. 
1. What issues arose from the research and contemporary literature that may require 
boards of education to discuss and deliberate relevant board policies? 
2. What issues arose from the Delphi technique that might require boards of education 
to discuss and deliberate relevant board policies? 
3. Based on the Delphi, which policies or category of policies might a district wish to 
revisit in order to account for new technologies and the related issues? 
4. From the data, are there ancillary issues that affect the policy development process? 
Basic Assumptions 
The roots of the word "technology" suggest that it is a "means to an end." This broad 
definition, then, needs a focusing adjective to relate to technology as it applies to schools 
and, generally speaking, computer and communications technologies. Technology in a broad 
sense is the application of modern communications and computing technologies to the 
creation, management, and use of knowledge (Fitzpatrick & Pershing, 1996). Information 
technologies, for the purpose of this study, refer to computer and communications 
technologies that are of such a nature as to be owned or operated by district employees or 
students, or portable technologies that may be brought into the district school grounds but 
may be wholly owned by a student or staff member. 
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Key assumptions of this study included the following: 
1. The judgment panel members were knowledgeable of current and emerging 
technologies that affected K-12 public elementary and secondary schools in the 
United States at or near the time of the study. 
2. The panelists were generally knowledgeable about public school board policies, 
procedures for their adoption, and the general purpose of board policies. 
3. The panel members clarified their positions regarding choices made regarding what 
technology issues may have an impact or provide challenges for policy 
development. 
4. School board policy development processes for schools across the United States 
were sufficiently similar such that the research data would have a similar 
applicability to all states. 
5. Panel member's identities remained anonymous throughout the process. 
Delimitations 
The study addresses only a finite number of issues surrounding current and emerging 
technologies as identified by the literature review and the Delphi. The study did not address 
issues regarding procurement and financial resources for such procurement. Administrative 
rules, regulations, and policy development processes were not subjects of this investigation. 
School districts address the identified issues as new issues or modifications in current 
policies while others may wish to address only the issues through administrative rules and 
regulations. Sample policies were not written as this is a responsibility of the local school 
organization. 
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A limited number of professionals were invited to participate on the judgment panel. 
The modified Delphi was conducted during the spring and summer of 2003. The issues 
identified by the end of the Delphi were not altered if innovations or new issues occurred 
during the research and writing of this research document. 
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CHAPTER IL REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Technology expenditures and deployment continue unabated in public elementary and 
secondary schools across the United States (Ansell & Park, 2003; National School Boards 
Foundation, 2003; Quality Education Data, 2000; Goral, 2000; Education Week, 1999; 
Education Week, 1998; Education Week, 1997). A few numbers highlight the perpetual 
growth. 
1. Schools reported owning a mere 25 instructional multimedia computers in 1996-
1997. In 1999-2000, the average was 112 units with an additional 29 being planned 
for purchase in 2000-2001 (Quality Education Data, 2000, pp. 5-6). 
2. The number of students for every instructional multimedia computer dropped from 
21 in 1997 to 13 in 1998 to 4.2 in 2001 to 3.8 in 2002 (Ansell & Park, 2003, p. 43). 
3. Nearly 99% of all American schools are connected to the Internet. This is up 
dramatically from the 35% in 1994 (Ansell & Park, 2003, p. 43; Goral, 2000, p. 48). 
Spending for Internet services averaged $6.53 per student in 1998-1999, rising to 
$13.50 per student in 1999-2000 (Quality Education Data, 2000, p. 42). 
4. Access to the Internet from classrooms has grown from 3% in 1994 to 63% in 1999 
to 88% in 2002 (Ansell & Park, 2003, p. 57). By 2002, Education Week reports 
94% of schools had Internet access (Ansell & Park, 2003, p. 56). 
5. Access to the World Wide Web jumped from 54% of students in 1994 to 90% in 
1997. Student electronic mail (e-mail) access remained flat during the same period 
(Education Week, 1998). 
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6. Thirty-three percent of schools listed funding as a barrier to providing access to all 
students and teachers, while 45% indicated there were no barriers (National School 
Boards Foundation, 2003). 
The annual investment by elementary and secondary schools exceeded five billion 
dollars annually with a projected growth rate of 4% for the fiscal year 2000-2001 (Quality 
Education Data, 2000, p. 3). 
Connecting Schools and Classrooms to the World 
This continued investment in information technologies in K-12 schools answered early 
clarion calls for investment by such organizations as the North Central Regional Education 
Laboratory which urged policymakers to begin to address current developments in digital 
technology as early as 1994. "Connections by schools into the communications infrastructure 
no longer appear to be luxuries, but necessities if our schools and our learners are to gain 
knowledge that is relevant in tomorrow's world" (North Central Regional Education 
Laboratory, 1994, p. 6). Keeping policy issues associated with schools and the 
communications infrastructure up to date was made complex by rapid changes in 
technologies. 
Federal and state initiatives and processes that regulate and coordinate technology and 
education confounded an effective study and replication of best practices in instructional 
technology implementation (Web-based Education Commission, 2000). The sense of 
urgency and obligation for increasing the amount of quality technology in schools was 
echoed by many from President Clinton and his administration through Congress and into 
state house halls. However, policy issues were ultimately a local control issue in the United 
States. 
In making the benefits of the Internet, as well as other emerging and evolving 
technologies, available to students and staff, school leaders face educational, social, and 
fiscal challenges that did not trouble their predecessors. As stewards of their 
communities' youth and resources, they must devise strategies to exploit, and indeed 
contribute to, the educational potential of these technologies while safeguarding the 
individuals and public investments in their care. (Bagby et al., 2000, p. 1) 
In general, boards of education needed to address the implications of this connectivity 
and other information technology issues (Darden, 2001; Dawson & Quinn, 2000; Goodman 
et al., 1997). Continuous reviews of policies are important elements of school improvement 
processes for school systems (Darden, 2001; Frase, English, & Poston, 1995). Carver (1990) 
notes that written board policies that are left unattended and are not refreshed are of 
questionable utility. 
The rush to connect 
The technologies associated with the Internet provided the largest number of 
fundamental changes and challenges for the public school policy of the United States related 
to information technology use. The computer itself was no longer an innovation. It matured 
to become a critically important cog in teaching and learning processes for students and 
teachers. More than three billion dollars were spent on hardware, software, teacher training, 
and connectivity since the early 1980s. In 2001-2002, the annual investment exceeded $5.8 
billion. Increasingly, these computers were electronically connected together (Quality 
Education Data, 2000; Fulton, 1997). The computers connected to resources within the 
school building or to centralized district resources, but also connected to a worldwide 
network of resources called the Internet. By 2002, the ratio of students per Internet-
connected computer improved from almost 20 students per computer in 1998 to 5.6 students 
per computer (Ansell & Park, 2003). Seventy-three percent of schools reported that at least 
half of the teachers use the Internet for instruction in Education Week's 2003 report (ibid). 
Schools had a tradition of generally being closed environments with regard to information 
resources. Schools carefully evaluated resources held within the school and selected each 
resource for its pertinence to the school's mission and needs. Connecting schools to the 
Internet greatly expanded the resources available, even to the most remotely located school 
districts. Just as communications technologies had greatly influenced political changes, 
Internet-related communications opened the information resource doors of the schools 
(Levine, 2001; Bagby et al., 2000; Web-based Education Commission, 2000; Kozma & 
Shark, 1998; Lemke & Coughlin, 1998; Fulton, 1993). 
In speaking about the Internet's potential, Representative Edward Markey of 
Massachusetts insisted it was the imagination of policymakers that should be stimulated to 
update parts of long-standing visions of the role of education in a democracy and in a 
dynamic economy (Markey, 1995). The Internet used in the early 21st century has its roots in 
a communications network initiated in the early 1960s that was for the exchange of 
information between universities and research organizations, including the United States 
military. This network was called ARPANET (Advanced Research Projects Agency). 
ARPANET was the network from which the Internet evolved. The Internet gradually grew to 
include general college and university communications and resources. In the late 1980s and 
early 1990s, K-12 schools worked with universities to allow the schools connectivity. 
In the late 1980s, the development of graphical user interfaces for displaying, 
searching, and accessing the warehouses of digital data caused the explosion of interest in the 
Internet. The Internet continued to grow at exponential rates. Investments by policymakers at 
the state and federal level, as well as the university level, affected the access to the Internet 
network infrastructure, the costs, and, to some degree, the innovations available to K-12 
schools from the Internet and its graphical side, called the World Wide Web (Web-based 
Education Commission, 2000). 
Opening the schoolhouse doors 
American public schools diligently screen and select materials for student use based on 
the educational philosophy of the school or district, and the policies, rules, and regulations 
passed by the local boards of education or state agencies. School staff review and select 
books, audio CD-ROMs, videotapes, DVD-ROMs, periodical subscriptions, newspapers, and 
CD-ROM database resources for the media center or library and classrooms under these 
guidelines. Purchases of instruction-enhancing software are also reviewed before purchasing. 
These are examples of fixed content resources. The content does not change after purchase. 
With the dawning of the World Wide Web and the Internet, new resources pour into the 
school classrooms without the benefit of preview and validation (Education Week, 1998). 
Teachers reported in a 2003 survey by Grunwald Associates that they used the Internet for 
Internet searches (74%), teacher research (72%), lesson planning (38%), demonstrations and 
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presentations (18%), Internet services (10%), student projects (8%), student research (7%) 
and e-mail (5%) (National School Boards Foundation, 2003). 
Internet-based resources continue to mature. Multimedia additions to Web software, 
which can realistically be used over the Internet's web of networks, continue to grow in 
sophistication. Eighty-eight percent of schools reported connection speeds of 1.5 megabytes 
(T-l) or greater in 2003 (Ansell & Park, 2003). This growth in bandwidth provided support 
for the more sophisticated Internet-based applications and resources. Senators Snowe, 
Rockefeller, Exon, and Kerry (1996) saw the Telecommunication Act of 1996, which 
assisted in boosting school connectivity, as a catalyst for increasing access to Internet 
resources and a vital gateway to information resources not found within the confines of the 
local school or community. 
[Connecting to the Internet is] an opportunity to prepare our children and grandchildren 
for the future. One of the most important aspects of the information superhighway is its 
potential to transmit information across traditional boundaries of time and space. This 
has dramatically changed the way American schoolchildren learn, and its influence will 
only increase in the future.... The skills they can acquire through technologically 
enhanced learning will help them secure meaningful employment and become informed 
citizens in a democratic society. (Snowe et al., 1996, p. 3) 
Interwoven with the numerous possibilities for enhancing children's educational and 
cultural opportunities both at home and in school, many advertisers and marketers are using 
online technologies to gain direct access to children of all ages from preschoolers to teens. 
There are already environments and Web sites created for kids. While perhaps entertaining 
and even educational, these sites may also be covertly gathering information about students. 
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Marketers have devised a variety of techniques to collect detailed data and to compile 
individual profiles of children. These included eliciting personal information from children 
through surveys, games and contests, monitoring children's online movements to develop 
personal profiles, and targeting personalized advertisements aimed at the individual (Willard, 
2001a; Aidman, 2000; Pasnick, 1996). Adults have a responsibility for monitoring Internet 
sites for noncompliance with the Children's On-line Privacy Protection Act (COPPA) and to 
watch for the development of unfair or deceptive practices, according to Aidman. 
Current and Emerging Technology Issues 
Setting guidelines for student and staff use of the computers, the school network, and 
the use of the Internet is usually a school's primary concern. The following areas were 
identified in the research and current literature as potential areas of policy concern for boards 
of education. The issues were presented to the judgment panel as a starting list for their 
consideration in round one of the Delphi. Policy development, however, not only takes into 
account the legal issues associated with issues, but also the social environment of the 
community and the times (Darden, 2001). As social norms ebb and flow, boards of education 
need to regularly review their policies (Darden, 2001 ; Clemmer, 1991; Carver, 1990). 
Use policies of publicly owned equipment 
Proper use policies cover two areas of policy consideration. The use of publicly owned 
equipment usually is covered under the area of public trust. This is an understanding 
addressed by the board of education under the purposeful use of district equipment, 
resources, and facilities. Use of equipment and resources for personal use usually is deemed 
unlawful or unconstitutional as the resources within the school's domain are for furthering 
22 
the educational purpose and mission of the school. The purpose of any constitutional 
prohibition is for the protection of the public funds. Statutory prohibitions may include such 
language as represented by the state of Iowa (§721.2(5), Code of Iowa), which defines 
official misconduct to include "any public officer or employee...who knowingly...uses or 
permits any other person to use the property owned by the state or any subdivision or agency 
of the state for any private purpose and for personal gain, to the detriment of the state or any 
subdivision thereof' (Kempes, 1995). Statutory prohibitions seek to prevent the use of 
publicly owned property for purposes wholly unrelated to the furtherance of the public 
interest. 
This prohibition includes such technologies such as copiers, computers, printers, and 
supplies. Boards of education would have a dim view of staff making personal copies, 
correspondence, and such using district equipment, even when staff may offer to pay. The 
balance between legitimate versus unacceptable use rests in the framework of public trust 
and does such work constitute a public purpose. Teachers working on graduate work, for 
example, may indeed benefit a district and still serve the private gain for the staff member. 
Clear guidelines would be prudent from a board of education (Darden, 2001; Bagby et al, 
2000; National Association of School Boards, 1999; Smith, 2001; Technology Leadership 
Network, 1995; Towns, 2002; Willard, 2001a; Wood, 2001b). 
The second area associated with use of public resources is "soft" resources, such as 
Internet resources and services such as e-mail. School boards need to clearly state what is 
acceptable use for students and staff. Are students and staff allowed to use district resources 
for electronic shopping, personal e-mail, banking, or booking vacation reservations? These 
issues may fall under ethical use or private use as well as the aforementioned public trust 
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(Darden, 2001; Bagby et al., 2000; National Association of School Board, 1999; Smith, 
2001). 
When a school district establishes Internet services, the purpose is not merely to 
provide students and employees with general-purpose access to the Internet. The 
district Internet system has a very specific, limited purpose: to enhance the delivery of 
education. When using a limited-purpose system, some uses or activities are considered 
unacceptable not because they are bad activities, but because they are not appropriate 
on the particular system (Bagby et al., 2000; Willard, 2000). District employees have an 
obligation to use the district system in a manner specified by their employer and to not 
abuse their use of public resources. Students have an obligation to use the district 
system in a manner that supports their education, self-improvement, and career 
development. (Willard, 2000, p. 225) 
Ethical standards vary from community to community as well as some state laws and 
professional practice standards. What is tolerated in one locale could be considered grounds 
for termination in another. The degree of public scrutiny also affects the degree of 
enforcement. The ethical issues of Internet access must be reviewed and communicated to 
employees and students from the local level with the local community's involvement. 
Schools have a responsibility to provide clear direction on the proper and acceptable use of 
Internet resources and to work to create a safe environment (Darden, 2001 ; Bagby et al., 
2000; Willard, 2000; Technology Leadership Network, 1995; Technology Pathfinder for 
Administrators, 1997; Towns, 2002; Trotter; 1996). 
Communications and electronic file privacy 
Privacy rights of students and employees continue to make news and therefore are in 
the domain of school board policy and district rules and regulations (Technology Pathfinder 
for Administrators, 1997). Issues surrounding the ethical use of Internet resources are best 
resolved at the local level and need to be addressed before a crisis arises. The domain for 
communications privacy and electronic files for this study includes the use of the computers 
and equipment, the school's network, and the use of the Internet and all of its resources by 
both students and employees (Darden, 2001; Jesdanun, 2001; Willard, 2000; National 
Association of School Boards, 1999). Proactive policy development assists in clarifying the 
expectations of privacy by students and staff. Often districts forget to include ethical rules 
governing appropriate use of these resources by staff (Darden, 2001; Willard, 2000; 
Technology Pathfinder for Administrators, 1997). A number of questions for board policy 
discussion fall under the area of privacy. 
The federal Electronic Communications Privacy Act (ECPA) protects the privacy of 
electronic communications, including electronic mail (USC §2510-2522). The ECPA 
contains an exception for the provider of the electronic communications service and it does 
not apply when an individual has consented to any monitoring policy as defined by the 
provider (American Bar Association, 2000). A board policy stating and informing employees 
and/or students that their e-mail is not private and that it may be monitored is usually 
sufficient (Darden, 2001; Willard, 2000; National Association of School Boards, 1999). 
Another aspect of the school to student relationship is the ability of a school to reliably 
and securely store student created information. Bagby lists multiple examples of language 
which might be used by districts to communicate an intent to provide safe and reliable 
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systems but clearly state a philosophy which holds the district harmless in case of failure 
(Bagby et al., 2000). 
Student electronic mail 
If a district chooses to provide students with electronic mail accounts, clear policy 
statements must be implemented regarding the degree to which students can expect their 
communications to be held private (Willard, 2000). A school district should also clearly 
delineate for the students the types of activities and communications considered germane to 
the practice of providing student electronic mail accounts (Darden, 2001; American Bar 
Association, 2000). Clearly, there should be a curriculum-related reason for providing 
electronic mail accounts for students (Bagby et al., 2000). One reason for providing 
electronic mail accounts for students is to instill in the students the social and ethical norms 
for using electronic mail effectively in this information society (Willard, 2000; National 
Association of School Boards, 1999; Technology Pathfinder for Administrators, 1997). The 
challenge for schools is to balance concerns for negative effects with the potential good that 
can be accomplished by allowing students access to personal electronic mail under the 
school's management. 
In Legal Issues and Education Technology, the National Association of School Boards 
(National Association of School Boards, 1999) suggests policies should clearly indicate 
student electronic mail should never be private. Areas to be addressed in a student electronic 
mail policy include: 
1. There is no guarantee of privacy when using any school technology. 
2. E-mail is not a confidential medium for transmitting personal messages. 
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3. E-mail can be reviewed by others and should be used only for legitimate 
educational purposes or as authorized. 
4. Students should be informed that their electronic mail will be monitored and that 
district discipline policies will be implied for inappropriate use. 
Policy development of acceptable use of not only electronic mail, but also the district's 
equipment, shows that many school districts require parent signatures as an acknowledgment 
of acceptance of the district use policies on behalf and with the student (Darden, 2001 ; 
National School Boards Association, 1999; Technology Pathfinder for Administrators, 1997). 
When a district chooses to encourage student e-mail accounts through systems not 
owned and operated or monitored by district employees, the level and degree of expectation 
for privacy is stretched. In some circumstances, these services move the monitoring process 
completely beyond the control of the district and move student e-mail accounts into the realm 
of private accounts. This also places barriers to monitoring and may increase liability 
(Darden, 2001; Willard, 2000). 
Staff electronic mail 
Ansell and Park (2003) report 83% of schools provide school-based electronic mail 
accounts for teachers as measured by a benchmark of at least 50% of teachers in a school 
having accounts. If a district chooses to provide staff with electronic mail accounts, clear 
board policy statements regarding the degree to which staff can expect their communications 
to be held private need to be in place. As with students, staff can consent to waiving a right 
or expectation of privacy (American Bar Association, 2000; Willard, 2000). Mandating the 
use of electronic mail as a condition of employment may keep a district from having 
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employees attempt to avoid scrutiny by refusing a district provided account. Additionally, 
staff need clear guidelines on whether and to what extent district-provided e-mail systems 
may be used for personal use. Districts should clearly delineate for the staff the types of 
activities and communications considered germane to the practice of providing electronic 
mail accounts (Towns, 2002; Darden, 2001). 
The United States Supreme Court ruled in O 'Connor v. Ortega (480 U.S. 709, 1987) 
(National Association of School Boards, 1999) that the Fourth Amendment applies when a 
public employee has an expectation of privacy that society considers reasonable. This level 
of expectation can be set clearly by prudent and clear board policy (Darden, 2001 ; Willard, 
2000). 
Internet use logs and electronic mail archives 
A statewide network in Utah found itself in a precarious situation in trying to react to a 
request for logs kept by their Web system. An anti-Internet-censorship activist, seeking 
information on Web site blocking policies, filed suit for access to a school's computer and 
Internet access logs under Utah's sunshine (open meetings and public records) law. A 
network operator destroyed the records when a routine file-purging activity ran. This purge 
of old files destroyed logs monthly in order to save storage space. The suitor claimed other 
motives. The operator was under possible criminal prosecution for being in violation of the 
Utah's Government Records Access and Management Act. The Utah Act makes it illegal for 
an agency to block access to public information. The suit claimed the log of Internet-site 
access falls under the category of public information (Flowers, 1998). The routine and 
established pattern of the purging activity was the foundation of the state's defense. A similar 
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case involved a parent suing for access to Internet activity logs in New Hampshire. The state 
superior court ruled that such logs are indeed accessible under the state's right-to-know law 
(Walsh, 2000). 
For public schools across the country, similar state and federal rules need review in 
light of this electronic age. District administrators need a clear understanding of backup 
routines for such systems as electronic mail systems and when such backup files are purged 
and on what schedule (Wood, 2001b; Darden, 2000). Wood cites the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure that electronic data be included in the term document in federal discovery or 
investigative cases. 
Few court cases have dealt with the issues of e-mail privacy to date. In 1996, a case 
known as Smyth v. The Pillsbury Co., came before the U.S. District Court. An employee sued 
for wrongful termination after he was fired because he had written e-mail critical of 
management. Company managers were electronically mailed several threatening notes by 
Smyth from his home computer. On seeing some of these e-mail notes, company executives 
then read all of Smyth's company e-mail and terminated him for inappropriate and 
unprofessional comments over the defendant's e-mail system. Smyth argued in part that his 
company e-mail was private and could not be accessed by the company. The court ruled that 
Smyth should not have had a reasonable expectation of privacy for his company provided e-
mail (Gall, 2000). 
Gall continues that few courts have dealt with the e-mail issue since the Smyth case in 
1996. Attempts to link physical structures such as employee lockers with padlocks to 
password protected e-mail accounts have failed. Courts have ruled that the purpose of such a 
locker is for the safety of personal items, while the purpose of the e-mail systems is for 
company use. A similar case {UnitedStates v. Simons, 1998) upheld an employer's rights to 
examine the contents of the computer's hard drive. A computer's hard drive often retains 
temporary Internet and e-mail files during its uses. Even when apparently deleted, computer 
experts can still find traces of the files (American Bar Association, 2000). 
However, there was another link between e-mail systems and, perhaps, Internet activity 
and the employer. Two cases, Zhang v. Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1999 and Nuri 
v. PRV, Inc., 1998, allowed e-mail records as evidence during the cases. The first case 
involved a case for race discrimination and the latter for sexual harassment (Gall, 2000). 
School districts, like any other private company, have some legal exposure for the actions of 
their employees including through electronic tools (Wood, 2001b). 
Internet content filtering 
Educators who are experienced Internet users say online dangers shrink to 
insignificance compared to the risks children face off-line. Community members, however 
experienced, may bring concerns to the district from a variety of undefined fears. A July 
1995 cover story in Time magazine repeated the findings of Carnegie-Mellon University 
undergraduate Marty Rimm's study. In this study, Mr. Rimm claimed that 83.5% of the 
images transmitted by an online discussion system called USENET are pornographic. 
Advocates of stricter federal controls over Internet content touted Rimm's study, even as 
scholars, Internet veterans, and school, library, and university staffs sought to refute the 
study. Rimm's work was often cited in congressional discussions which resulted in the 
Communications Decency Act which became part of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 
(Splitt, 1996; Trotter, 1996). 
The Communications Decency Act no longer applies as held in the 1997 court ruling in 
Reno v. American Civil Liberties Union (521 U.S. 844, 1997) (Hayes et al., 2003; Darden, 
2001). The court held that the act was overly broad and violated the First Amendment of the 
U.S. Constitution (Darden, 2001). The legal profession continued to try to keep up with the 
ever-changing technologies and the effect on basic freedoms and current laws. School board 
members and school administrators are concerned about the potential liabilities—both 
political and legal—attached to Internet and e-mail access. The legal implications continue to 
be refined and reviewed, but are still evolving. 
On the very day the infamous and sexually-laced Starr Report, which paved the way for 
the impeachment hearings and trial of President Clinton, bolted across the electronic 
universe, a House of Representatives Subcommittee on Telecommunications was holding 
hearings entitled "Legislative Proposals to Protect Children from Inappropriate Materials on 
the Internet." Some districts and Internet-filtering services determined that the content of the 
report fit their organization's specific criteria for objectionable material. Other organizations 
found it untenable to block information provided to the public directly from our elected 
government officials (eSchool News, 1998). 
While the Communications Decency Act did not fare well under the Supreme Court's 
scrutiny, Congress continued to try. The Children's Internet Protection Act (47 U.S.C. 
§254(h)(l) as amended) was implemented by the Department of Education and the Federal 
Communications Commission (Federal Communications Commission, 2001). The act tied its 
efforts to protect students to the funds received by schools and libraries. For a school to 
obtain Title I funds under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, schools were 
required to adopt an Internet safety policy, use filters to bloc access to obscenity and child 
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pornography, yet allow for the disabling of such filters for research. Likewise, the Federal 
Communications Commission implemented a similar series of requirements on schools and 
libraries which wished to be considered for eligibility for many of the discounted services 
under the program commonly called "E-rate" (www.electronic-school.com, 2001). This act 
also was under court challenge as a violation of the right to freedom of speech and to the 
concept of local control of schools. The difference between this act and the Communications 
Decency Act, it appears, was the option a school had to decline the use of the federal funds 
making compliance appear to be optional. 
In 2000, a National School Boards Foundation survey of parents and children found 
that many viewed the Internet as a positive force in children's lives. This view was tempered 
by a balanced view of the threats and benefits presented by the Internet. In 2003, nine of ten 
school leaders indicated concern and vigilance about online safety. Most were responding to 
legislative mandates and other pressures to protect children from negative influences. More 
than 90% of districts surveyed had installed filtering software and 78% report that teacher 
supervision is a central part of their response to safety and security issues (National School 
Boards Foundation, 2003). 
Internet filters have known limitations. The installation of filtering software potentially 
gave a school a false sense of security and complacency that may result from such a decision. 
Educators, not recognizing the limitations of filtering software, naively assumed that the 
software was alleviating all possible areas of concern. The false assumption could result in 
the failure to take other reasonable precautions. Willard wrote that even given deficiencies of 
filtering technology, the constitutional concerns about its use, and the potential detrimental 
effects of false security in the early 21st century, Internet filters were a plausible and 
reasonable precaution, but not a legally required reasonable precaution (Willard, 2000). 
Districts need to pair any electronic filtering processes with prudent and sound policies 
(Borja, 2002; Guerard, 2001; Willard, 2001a, 2001b). Guerard cites a report by the National 
Coalition Against Censorship entitled "Internet Filters, A Public Policy Report" (Heins & 
Cho, 2001). The report concludes, "No filtering technology, no matter how sophisticated, can 
make contextualized judgments about the value, offensiveness, or age-appropriateness of 
online expression" (Guerard, 2001, p. 20). If the school had problems with inappropriate 
access, the first issue to investigate, wrote Willard, was how prepared the teachers were to 
provide effective educational class work using the Internet. The second issue was to 
investigate monitoring practices. If filtering software was used, caution was needed as to the 
selection and configuration of the filtering product (Willard, 2000). 
Private student Web sites 
When districts reacted to the burgeoning openness of the World Wide Web, there were 
plenty of pitfalls. The challenges for boards of education and school administrators fell into 
the balance of freedom of expression and policies governing the respectful and smooth 
operation of a school (Haynes et al., 2003). The American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), 
staunch supporters of First Amendment rights, filed suit against a Missouri school district on 
behalf of a student who was disciplined for criticizing school officials on his personal Web 
page which was not hosted by the district. The suit charged Woodland High School of 
Marble Hill, Missouri with violating the free speech rights of the student. The ACLU 
objected when the school suspended the student for ten days due to the profane nature of the 
33 
criticism and the Internet link to the district Web site with calls to site visitors to e-mail the 
school principal (Pierce, 1998). It is not an easy road for school districts to navigate. 
Zirkel (2002) notes, in his article on Supreme Court decisions impacting education, two 
cases related to the right of student to free speech. Those cases are Tinker v. Des Moines 
Independent Community School District (393 U.S. 503, 1969) and Hazelwood School District 
v. Kuhlmeier (484 U.S. 260, 1988). The landmark Tinker decision relates to censorship of 
student speech in which the court ruled schools may not censure or censor student speech 
unless it causes a substantial disruption of school operations. The Hazelwood case ruled that 
public school officials may exercise content-based control as long as their actions are related 
to legitimate educational purposes. 
School Web sites often have student published portions or electronic journal versions of 
traditional school newspapers. Tinker and Hazelwood would likely play similar roles in the 
electronic versions of student work (Haynes et al., 2003; Willard, 2001b). Willard wrote, 
"Since the district's Internet system has been established for an educational purpose, it 
should be considered a limited forum, similar to a school publication where the school has 
maintained editorial control" (Willard, 2001b, p. 8). 
The Tinker case is most applicable, Willard continued, to incidents involving student 
speech that are not made using school technology facilities but does involve comments made 
about the school, teachers, or others students. Such personal Web student Web sites are 
analogous to "underground" publications. In the previously mentioned Woodward School 
District (Beussink v. Woodland R-IVSchool District, 30 F. Supp. 2d 1175, E.D. Mo. 1998), 
the court concluded that not liking or being upset by the content of a student's speech is not 
an acceptable justification for limiting student speech (Willard, 2001b). 
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Darden (2001, p. 5), as noted by Haynes (Haynes et al., 2003), identified three 
categories for off campus, student-authored Web sites: 
• Sites that are offensive, obnoxious, and insulting. 
• Sites that are offensive, obnoxious and insulting, and also contain some sort of veiled 
threat of violence or of destruction of property. 
• Sites that contain an outright blatant threat. 
Darden suggests that the first category, under which most student Web sites fall, just 
need to be ignored and tolerated. The second category requires additional information on the 
subject and nature of the inference. The last category may result in punishment for the 
student author as long as schools demonstrate that the speech could disrupt the school or 
threatens harm to a member of the school community (Haynes et al., 2002; Darden, 2001). 
Sunshine laws 
Schools boards are increasingly using electronic mail for communications among 
members and with school administrators. These communications fall under state "sunshine" 
or open meetings laws. Courts in several states have interpreted "meeting" to include: 
• A series of telephone calls among members that are intended to reach an agreement 
on public matters. 
• A series of meetings between a school superintendent and individual board members. 
• A series of e-mail messages sent to deliberate or decide about public business. 
In some states, such as California, Iowa, and Kansas, legislatures amended their open 
meetings statutes to apply them directly to communications through e-mail messages, 
telephone calls, and other modern interactive technology. In Wood v. Battle Ground School 
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District, Washington state Judge Seinfeld recognized the legitimate need of public board 
members to obtain information and to communicate. Accordingly, she wrote that 
Washington's open meeting law does not apply to the passive receipt of e-mail, such as to 
obtain information, if the members do not collectively intend to use e-mail exchanges to 
conduct the board's official business. The law's intent of openness applies only if members 
take action; that is, only if they communicate about an issue that might or will come up for a 
board decision (Downling-Sendor, 2002). Board members and administrators must review 
their practices to insure compliance (Chidester & Asplund, 2000; Dowling-Sendor, 2002; 
Wood, 2001a). 
E-mail archives and the very content of computer storage are often targets in litigious 
actions (Archer, 2003; eSchool News, 2001; Splitt, 2001). Splitt advises districts to treat e-
mail as it would paper correspondence and to develop a sound system of backup and 
archiving of e-mail as a record of official correspondence. As with open meetings laws, all 
50 states have laws that allow public access to documents related to public business. The 
increasing use of e-mail exchanges within school districts created an issue as to whether such 
exchanges constitute a public record that must be preserved and made available on request 
from the public (Cheidester & Asplund, 2000; Smith, 2001). 
In the fall of 2002, an Oshkosh Wisconsin newspaper, the Northwestern, sought access 
to hundreds of e-mails sent by parents to members of the school board over a five-month 
period. The state attorney general concurred with the assertion that the e-mail to the members 
of the board of education were subject to the state's open-records laws. Written 
correspondence to government officials had long been considered a matter of public record. 
To treat electronic mail differently would invite officials to use electronic means as a way to 
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avoid the scrutiny of the public eye (Archer, 2003). The Wisconsin laws on open-records 
required the communications to be stored for seven years. 
A wave of personal communications 
There are other technologies besides full-featured computers for districts to address. 
The sophistication and miniaturization of cellular phone and personal communication devices 
continue to advance while prices decline. The range and variety of wireless communications 
is increasing yearly. The time may be coming soon for a one-to-one personal "phone 
number" of each person. Calls would be routed to where the person is; at home, on the road 
or at work. Cellular phones and pagers are shrinking in size, and subscription costs continue 
to decline. 
The first reaction of some school districts to devices such as pagers and cellular 
telephones was to write policies that banned the devices from school sites at the risk of 
confiscation. The rationale for the policy was based on the belief that cellular phones and 
pagers were distractions to the learning environment and a nuisance. If the school allowed 
parents to call in and leave notes for the students, that should be sufficient to connect parents 
to their children during the school day. The school might also provide pay phones or limited 
access house phones for students to make calls. California and Florida, for example, had state 
laws banning the use of pagers by students. California also banned student cell phone use 
(Galley, 2001). 
Two events caused schools and state legislatures pause; the Columbine High School 
shootings and the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on New York City and Washington, 
D C. These tragic incidents pointed out the potential benefits for students and staff to have 
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access to their cellular phones during the day (Ghezzi, 2002; Galley, 2001). In addition, the 
proliferation and enculturation of the cell phones in our mobile society is causing states and 
schools pause to match practice, local culture, and educational purpose (Ghezzi, 2002). 
Cellular phones that can take and send pictures are just emerging at the writing of this study. 
Several personal privacy issues beyond the traditional cellular telephones arise with this 
technology. 
The home to school connection 
From 1997 to 1998, home Internet access increased 53% for White households, 52% 
for African American households, and 48% for Hispanic households, according to the 
National Telecommunications and Information Administration in 1999. The number of 
"connected" households continued to increase, according to Grunwald Associates (as cited 
by Revenaugh, 2000). Seventeen percent of American children had access to online resources 
from home at the turn of the century. Despite these gains, a gap in connectivity persisted. 
This gap in connectivity, the digital divide, paralleled the disparity in connectivity by income 
levels. 
Grunwald Associates (Revenaugh, 2000) reported that more than half of the children 
from families with incomes greater than $75,000 use the Internet from their homes. Less than 
one in eight had home access if the family's income is less than $40,000. Among two-parent 
households earning less than $35,000, White households had three times the connectivity of 
similar African Americans and four times the connectivity of Hispanic households (National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration, 1999, in Revenaugh, 2000). While this 
was not a direct problem associated with school board policy decision-making, it had 
ramifications for teacher lessons that may have required out-of-school research. 
Despite the areas of disparity, there was an evident trend line indicating an ever-
increasing number of connected households. This increase in connectivity provided school 
districts with an opportunity, higher expectations, and additional policy issues. The 
opportunity was in the ability to increase the frequency and amount of information provided 
from schools to students, parents, and the community. Web publishing and creating Web 
sites was becoming easier as better software tools became available and the number of 
connected schools increased (Education Week, 1999). The policy and practice needed to 
include what content to publish and what can be published, such as names, grade level, and 
photographs. 
Student's right to privacy 
The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) (20 U.S.C. §1232g; 34 CFR 
Part 99) is a federal law that protects the privacy of student education records. The law 
applies to all schools that receive funds under an applicable program of the U.S. Department 
of Education. FERPA gives parents certain rights with respect to their children's education 
records. These rights transfer to the student when he or she reaches the age of 18 or attends a 
school beyond the high school level. Students to whom the rights have transferred are 
"eligible students." Parents or eligible students have the right to inspect and review the 
student's education records maintained by the school. Parents or eligible students have the 
right to request that a school correct records which they believe to be inaccurate or 
misleading. Districts must have written permission from the parent or eligible student in 
39 
order to release any information from a student's education record. FERPA allows schools to 
disclose those records, without consent, to the following parties or under the following 
conditions: 
• School officials with legitimate educational interest. 
• Other schools to which a student is transferring. 
• Specified officials for audit or evaluation purposes. 
• Appropriate parties in connection with financial aid to a student. 
• Organizations conducting certain studies for or on behalf of the school. 
• Accrediting organizations. 
• To comply with a judicial order or lawfully issued subpoena. 
• Appropriate officials in cases of health and safety emergencies. 
• State and local authorities, within a juvenile justice system, pursuant to specific state 
law. 
While purposefully restrictive, schools may disclose some information without parent 
or eligible student consent. This "directory" information may be identified by a district to 
include items such as a student's name, address, telephone number, date and place of birth, 
honors and awards, and dates of attendance. Schools must, however, tell parents and eligible 
students about directory information and allow parents and eligible students a reasonable 
amount of time to request that the school not disclose directory information about them. 
Schools must notify parents and eligible students annually of their rights (U. S. Department 
of Education, 2004; Darden, 2001). 
The challenge for school districts and boards of education is to balance the privacy and 
security of the individual with a reasonable desire to publicize student participation in 
40 
activities and their successes. Policies and practices in place by districts to handle print media 
needed review to be in alignment with electronic publishing media (Darden, 2001 ; Willard, 
2000). 
In Legal Issues and Education Technology, it was recommended that student 
photographs not be displayed on a school Web site unless explicit permission has been 
obtained from a parent or guardian. Even with permission, educators should be sensitive that 
people view the Internet differently than paper publications and may be more likely to raise 
concern among parents. Unauthorized use of a student likeness or other identifiable 
information could be a violation of the Family Educational Right and Privacy Act (National 
Association of School Boards, 1999, p. 14). 
Many schools provided opportunities for staff members to have their own Web pages as 
a place to share information about their classes and assignments. Not all schools choose or 
can afford to host their own Internet servers. Hosts of companies offered customized Web 
sites to schools that may include hosted e-mail functions, education-related hyperlinks, and 
links to "supported" vendors (Bushweller, 2000). Willard (2001) suggested administrators 
and boards find out such things as whether a vendor would be gathering information about 
the students or tracking their usage, and whether there would be advertisements facing 
students and staff. For those districts not providing a full range of Web resources on district-
owned equipment, some staff members used commercial Web space, such as Yahoo's 
GeoCities, Microsoft's MSN Home Pages, Lycos' Tripod, Homestead Technologies' 
Homestead, or America Online, which provided places on their servers for individuals to 
have their own Web presence (Microsoft Network, 2001). Questions for board of education 
policymakers include a determination of the scope of responsibility for the district for Web 
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pages posted by staff members or sponsored by staff members on these servers outside the 
district network. What is the potential district responsibility or liability for the content? Does 
the district have practices in place for staff members who wish to request permission to use 
hosted services not contracted for by the district? Would policies for posting information 
about students, such as photographs and names on a district-owned Web site, also apply to 
staff members or district organizations using hosted Web site resources (Levine, 2001; 
National Association of School Boards, 1999)? Levine recommended schools review not 
only the staff acceptable use policy, but also develop a clear Web publishing policy that 
addresses all staff and potential Web publishing issues. 
Intellectual property rights 
When staff members post information on the Web for use by their class, who owns this 
content? Chmielewski (2000) states, "The general rule is that the employer owns the 
copyright to materials that a teacher produces as part of [his/]her job" (p. 20). The issue may 
not seem new to school boards, as policies may exist that were created to handle the paper-
based productions of staff members. However, in this information age and its myriad of 
methods of publishing, the issue deserves reconsideration (Levine, 2001 ;Bushweller, 2000; 
National Association of School Boards, 1999). 
Boards of education, like other employers, have options of granting copyrights to their 
employees even when the works would normally be considered works made for hire. Such 
options should be noted in board policy. Current interest and work in e-leaming 
environments and the associated content raise the need for clear options, such as joint or 
shared ownership, royalty options, or district ownership (Darden, 2001). 
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Different rules apply to student works. Even if a work is created within the classroom, 
the presumption is that the student retains copyright and control of the use of his or her 
creation (National Association of School Boards, 1999). 
Parent to teacher communications 
The increasing number of connected households also leads to increased expectations. 
With precious little time for all the tasks of teaching, teachers were stretched to their limits to 
find time to use these technologies (Boeckman, 2001). In addition to a Web presence, the 
connected learning community includes electronic mail and voice mail connections between 
staff and parents. Boards of education and administrators need to clearly communicate and 
review expectations for staff in keeping these interactions timely. Parents will not settle for 
static Web pages put up at the beginning of the school year by a teacher. The staff members 
must keep the content posted on the Web current. Likewise, responses to voice mail 
messages and electronic mail need to be timely (Levine, 2001; Bushweller, 2000). 
Commercial Web services and advertising 
The most common method companies use to support the cost of free web space is to 
add advertisements to a person's Web site. The hosting company generally reserves the right 
to post these "banner" advertisements as part of the agreement. The following is an excerpt 
from Yahoo's GeoCities agreement on April 14, 2001. 
ADVERTISEMENTS AND PROMOTIONS 
Yahoo runs advertisements and promotions on Yahoo GeoCities Sites. By 
creating your Yahoo GeoCities Site, you agree that Yahoo has the right to run 
such advertisements and promotions. The manner, mode and extent of 
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advertising by Yahoo on your Yahoo GeoCities Site is subject to change. Your 
correspondence or business dealings with, or participation in promotions of, 
advertisers found on or through the Service, including payment and delivery of 
related goods or services, and any other terms, conditions, warranties or 
representations associated with such dealings, are solely between you and such 
advertiser. You agree that Yahoo shall not be responsible or liable for any loss 
or damage of any sort incurred as the result of any such dealings or as the result 
of the presence of such advertisers on the Service. 
LINKS 
The Service may provide, or third parties may provide, links to other World 
Wide Web sites or resources. Because Yahoo has no control over such sites and 
resources, you acknowledge and agree that Yahoo is not responsible for the 
availability of such external sites or resources, and does not endorse and is not 
responsible or liable for any Content, advertising, products, or other materials 
on or available from such sites or resources. You further acknowledge and agree 
that Yahoo shall not be responsible or liable, directly or indirectly, for any 
damage or loss caused or alleged to be caused by or in connection with use of or 
reliance on any such Content, goods or services available on or through any 
such site or resource. 
Molnar and Morales (2000) expect school commercialism, of which the prior is just one 
example of an uncontrolled aspect, to increase dramatically over the next decade. A recurring 
theme appears. Commercialism in schools is not a new issue tied to emerging technologies. 
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The brand of soda machines to place in and around schools, whose names appear on the 
schools' score boards, and participation in corporate sponsored events such as Pizza Hut's 
Book It! are non-electronic examples. Conscious attention should be paid to where and when 
commercialism creeps into the school environment and to what extent it can be controlled 
(Levine, 2001; Willard, 2001a, 2001b). 
A virtual place called school 
Many educators recognize that the delivery methods used by educational institutions in 
the 21st century are essentially the same as those used in a 19th century model (Andrews & 
Marshall, 2000; Web-based Education Commission, 2000; Thomburg, 1999). New learning 
models are emerging which allow educators to meet the learning needs of the digital 
generation by using emerging technologies to create opportunities which remove or reduce 
the barriers of time, place, and pace. These environments range from tele-mentoring and 
communications activities with experts outside the school walls, to enhancing classroom 
resources using Web pages and Internet environments to extend "class" beyond the normal 
face-to-face time, to full virtual classes where students and faculty are never in the same 
physical place (Andrews & Marshall, 2000; Duff, 2000; Web-based Education Commission, 
2000). 
"The Internet is perhaps the most transformative technology in history, reshaping 
business, media, entertainment, and society in astonishing ways. But for all its power, it is 
just now being tapped to transform education," reports the Web-based Education 
Commission (2000, p. 1). There are several impediments for widespread use of the Internet 
as the delivery vehicle for rich and meaningful course work. The density of access to the 
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Internet from homes, as referenced earlier in this study, highlights one of these hurdles. Some 
of the constraints are policy, political, or legislative in nature. In a damning statement, the 
Web-based Education Commission (2000, p. 87) reports that the regulations that govern 
much of education today are focused on supporting the welfare of educational institutions 
and not focused on the welfare of the individual learners. These regulations no longer match 
today's realities, asserts the Commission. America's education systems provide their own 
unique web of potential governmental obstacles. In K-12 schools in the United States, 
governance is, for the most part, a combination of each state's own regulatory structure 
mixed with local control boards at the district level. Schools are subject to countless 
administrative procedures implemented in an age that predated the Web. Many of these 
procedures, according to the Web-based Education Commission, cannot accommodate the 
agility of the Internet. 
Attempts to provide innovative and nontraditional methods by school leaders are 
increasingly confronted by inflexible, timewom rules that dictate the school day, year, 
delivery systems, and accounting requirements (Web-based Education Commission, 2000, 
p. 88). The commission listed several concerns as brought to them in the many data gathering 
sessions held. These included credit policies, financing policies, quality assurance issues, 
attendance policies, teacher certification policies, teacher-student ratio requirements, staff 
compensation requirements tied to an agrarian ten-month contract, and accounting 
procedures (Darden, 2001; Web-based Education Commission, 2000). Some of these issues 
are beyond local school board control at the time of this study. Zucker and Korma (2003) 
also list several potential impediments for the growth of e-learning in K-12 schools. Their 
list includes public readiness, legislative and governance restrictions or limitations, control of 
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course quality, the costs of quality online courses, and accreditation and credit issues. Boards 
of education, though, do have few direct pathways for influencing state policies. The 
combination of activity at a federal level and the proactive actions and lobbying by local 
boards of education may lower or remove some of these barriers. 
This is not to imply Internet-enabled or e-learning models are a panacea for American 
K-12 public schools. Learning does not take place better or faster simply by replacing one 
instructional medium with another, warns David Thomburg (1999, p. 1). Thornburg noted 
the current model of K-12 schooling was based on the idea that time was a constant in our 
schools and the amount and type of learning was being fit into this constraint. In the future, a 
system based on such a fixed time and variable learning would not be an education 
institution, asserted Thomburg. The dominant model for schools was a filtering institution 
that separated those who learned quickly from those who did not. Modern technologies could 
collapse space, shift time, and be creative tools that extended and stretched students and 
educators. Digital content and networked applications would transform teaching and learning 
(Riley, Holleman, & Roberts, 2000; U. S. Department of Education, 1999). 
In his white paper to the Forum on Technology in Education (U.S. Department of 
Education, 1999), Stokes (1999) defined e-learning as a means of becoming literate, 
involving mechanisms for communication: computer networks, multimedia, content portals, 
search engines, electronic libraries, distance learning, and Web-enabled classrooms. It is 
characterized, Stokes continued, by speed, technological transformation, and mediated 
human interactions. Success of such programs depended on the capacity of schools, parents 
and their children, and education businesses to collaborate effectively. Links would exist 
47 
between learners, educators, and a global learning community that would force schools to 
rethink the purpose and architecture of educational infrastructures. 
Board policies that thoughtfully embrace new paradigms are a necessary enabler for 
successful schools of this new century. E-learning would not replace classrooms, but would 
change the purpose and function. It would allow one to think about designing and delivering 
education in new ways, not just to K-12 school age students, but also across a lifetime (U.S. 
Department of Education, 1999, pp. 1-2). Almost 30% of surveyed districts predicted that at 
least one in five students soon will receive a substantial portion of their instruction over the 
Internet (National School Board Foundation, 2003). 
Ethical behavior 
New technologies challenge traditional assumptions about legality and responsible 
behavior. Experts, noted Bagby et al. (2000), predicted that ethics would loom larger than 
most all other technology-related issues in the next few years. The number of innovations 
and inventions produced many questions that had not risen in the past. Widely accepted 
standards of behavior sometimes could be stretched to fit this new technology-laden 
environment. Some aspects of the new electronic and connected environment necessitate 
refreshed polices and procedures (Bagby et al., 2000; Willard, 2000). 
Policies need to clearly state, in a positive fashion, the purpose and intent of staff and 
student use of the electronic resources provided by districts. In this same context, there can 
also be clear consequences for negative behavior. Schools have the right to punish students 
who, for example, succeed or even attempt to breach security with intent to invade the 
privacy of electronic files or to cause disruption to the school's network, according to 
Boucher v. School Board of Greenfield, 97-3433 (7th Cir. 1997) (Bagby et al., 2000). 
School Board Policies 
The present investigation linked emerging technology issues with board of education 
policy practices. It is the responsibility of boards of education to decide whether to establish 
policies covering incidents and issues covering those previously mentioned, while 
administrators implement those policies. School boards act as shapers of public policy. The 
effectiveness of education in any district depends, in part, on the school board speaking with 
sufficient clarity of purpose and providing enough latitude for professionals to perform the 
work that they are hired to do (Darden, 2001; National Association of Secondary School 
Principals, 1996). Policies should provide sufficient clarity that inclusion/exclusion decisions 
can be made by referencing it. If board policies are not specific, they are not useful to 
administrators, teachers, or parents. Good policies provide the direction needed for 
administrative control and oversight. Policies provide guidance of acceptable as well as 
unacceptable processes, actions, and behaviors (Prase, English, & Poston, 1995). The board 
can and should state its policy level concerns in policies, then leave the administrative detail 
to the superintendent (Dawson & Quinn, 2000; Goodman et al., 1997; Carver, 1990). 
Boards tend to put off doing something acceptable and wait forever to do it perfectly, 
according to Carver (1990, p. 172). A board cannot wait until later to create a policy. 
Superintendents and principals have sometimes been forced to take action in the void of 
board policy with the best of intent. This, Carver contends, becomes the existing implicit 
policy and covertly goes into effect without specific board dialogue and direction. 
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The descriptors for policy include a formal act with an agreed-upon intent, sanctioned or 
approved by an institutional body or authority. Policies provide a consistent standard for acts 
or measuring performance. It is the prudent choice of a school or local school to achieve a 
purpose systematically and consistently (Darden, 2001; Gallagher, 1992). School board 
polices are designed to provide fundamental operational philosophies. 
Policies are often confused with practice. Practice is the methods for the organization to 
implement board policies. A district's associated administrative rules and regulations are a 
mechanism for guiding district employees when problems occur (Technology Leadership 
Network, 1995). 
Research Method 
This study used a modified Delphi technique to gather the emerging technology issues 
affecting American public school board policy decisions and practices. The Delphi technique 
is the process of choice for this study in its acceptance as a forecasting tool and a tool for 
reaching consensus (Ritchie & Earnest, 1999; Flippo, 1998; Herring, 1997; Jones, 1996; 
Moore, 1988; Livingstone & Turoff, 1975; Weaver, 1971; Helmer, 1966). The Delphi 
method also lends itself to the use of modern communication strategies (Ritchie & Earnest, 
1999; Flippo, 1998; Herring, 1997). 
Researchers have modified the Delphi method to match the variations in the experts or 
judgment panel members' locations and the topic of study (Weaver, 1971). Herring (1997) 
used the World Wide Web as the platform with a scenario-based environment to sculpt the 
research questions (pp. 76-83). Ritchie and Earnest (1999) used a series of traditional 
correspondence and electronic mail. Neither researcher's Delphi group met face-to-face. 
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The Delphi technique is an intuitive methodology for organizing and sharing "expert" 
forecasts about the future. Its original use was to establish a chronology of scientific and 
technological events and to judge when the events might occur through the speculation of 
several experts (Twiss, 1992; Tinstone & Turoff, 1975). Delphi studies not involving face-to-
face meetings have been justified on the grounds that it prevented professional status and 
high position from forcing judgment in certain directions as frequently occurs when panels of 
experts meet. The intention was to assure that changes in estimates reflected rational 
judgment, not the influence of certain opinion leaders (Ritchie & Earnest, 1999; Herring, 
1997; Weaver, 1971). 
The heart of the Delphi technique is the truism that "[t]he group as a whole 
encompasses at least as much [and usually more] information as any single member" 
(Dalkey, 1972, in Ritchie & Earnest, 1999, p. 35). Key to the communication process of the 
Delphi technique is the feedback that individual experts use as they refine their judgments 
concerning complex problems. Ritchie and Earnest (1999) note that Jonassen, Hannum, and 
Tessmer (1989, p. 397) point this out by describing Delphi as "...an anonymous, 
independent, noncompetitive survey of experts to obtain consensus without necessarily 
involving group meetings. The technique essentially entails a series of surveys using the 
same experts, each survey dependent upon the responses of the previous one" (p. 35). 
The anonymous, independent, noncompetitive nature of Delphi addresses three 
problems often encountered when merging a pool of diverse opinions from experts. 
• Dominant individuals can strongly influence a group. 
• Individual and group interests may contribute to fruitless discussion. 
• Group pressure may distort individual judgment. 
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To work out the "more heads are better than one" truism, the Delphi technique makes 
some assumptions. First, the concept of expert is definable or explainable through the 
attributes and experiences of the selected members. Second, the opinion of the group is more 
accurate than the musings of an individual. Third, the statistical methods applied to the data 
result in a meaningful group consensus. 
These assumptions also reveal limitations in using Delphi as a purely scientific model 
for predicting the future. The Delphi technique's validity can be susceptible in its concept of 
experts. A second potential flaw exists in the idea of the superiority of the group over the 
individual, as there are many examples of the "voice in the wilderness" accurately 
prophesying the future, while the consensus of the recognized experts pointed in another 
direction (Ritchie & Earnest, 1999). 
Summary 
The research and current literature showed that American K-12 public schools continue 
to invest in technology and technology services. The resulting increase in connectivity by 
schools provided increased opportunities while also raising new policy issues for boards of 
education. Additionally, the increase in the number of Internet-connected households 
provided additional challenges and expectations for schools to use this relatively new 
medium for communicating with parents and the local community. 
There existed legal, policy, and governance issues which relate to current and emerging 
technologies available to schools. Board policies, which provide guidance for school 
administrators, needed review and editing to handle new and emerging information and 
communication technologies. 
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The review of research and current literature identified several areas, summarized in 
Table 1, for boards of education to review policy to provide direction, comply with new laws 
and regulations, and to provide for the safety of students and staff. The issues include, but 
were not limited to, sunshine or open meetings laws, Internet filtering, privacy of student and 
staff files and communications, and copyright concerns. The e-learning movement also 
presented policy issues as schools worked through a balance of opportunity, quality, and 
accreditation. 
A Delphi-style process was determined to be an appropriate method for looking 
forward at future technologies and issues. The study's modifications to the Delphi process, 
which took advantage of the World Wide Web, were appropriate to allow a geographically 
diverse group to interact and to maintain anonymity also were appropriate to minimize the 
effect of judgment-panel member positions or titles. 
The research and review of current literature identified several policy issues for 
American K-12 public schools for the judgment panel. The judgment panel was presented 
with an initial list of 25 statements (Appendix A) for round one of the Delphi. Table 2 lists 
the primary sources which identified the issues as needing policy consideration. 
This study examines information and communication technology issues which may have 
policy considerations for American K-12 public school boards of education. The study used 
a judgment panel to identify which emerging information and communication technology 
issues are in need of board policy discussion and consideration. With the three-round Delphi 
process, the degree of consensus was a measure of agreement among the panel members as to 
which issues need policy discussions versus other treatments. The anonymous feedback 
processes within the Web environment allowed for positions of advocacy for a panel 
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Table 1. Research summary 
Topic Sources Major points 
Growth in quantities and 
connectivity level of 
American schools 
Board of education 
policy 
Board policy and 
information and 
communication 
technologies 
Ansell & Park, 2003 
Education Week, 2003, 
1999,1998,1997 
Goral, 2000 
Quality Education Data, 
2000 
Snowe et al., 1996 
Darden, 2001 
Dawson & Quinn, 2000 
National Association of 
School Boards, 1999 
Prase, English, & 
Poston, 1995 
Clemmer, 1991 
Carver, 1990 
Darden, 2001 
Levine, 2001 
Smith, 2001 
Bagby et al., 2000 
National Association of 
School Boards, 1999 
Technology Leadership 
Network, 1995 
The financial investment in 
information and communication 
technologies in K-12 schools in the 
United States continued throughout 
the 1990s into the new century. The 
quality, speed, and density of 
connectivity to the Internet 
continued to increase. Connectivity 
to the Internet from homes also 
increased. The federal government 
was a positive influence in this 
growth. 
Board policy is a governing and 
guidance document. It is appropriate 
and expected that policy address 
issues associated with information 
and communication technology. 
Without a policy, administrators' ad 
hoc reactions and decisions related 
to issues and situations may become 
a de facto practice without guidance 
from the board of education. There 
also exist legal implications. 
A range of legal and policy issues 
exist within the realm of information 
and communication technologies. 
Publishing, privacy, copyright, 
open-meetings records, acceptable 
use and private use of public 
resources, and online privacy were 
among the issues which arose for 
policy consideration. 
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Table 1. Continued 
Topic Sources Major points 
Legal issues associated 
with information and 
communication 
technologies in schools 
Internet filters in schools 
Emerging issues related 
to information and 
communication 
technologies for schools 
Haynes et al., 2002 
Towns, 2002 
Darden, 2001 
Smith, 2001 
Willard, 2001b, 2000 
American Bar 
Association, 2000 
National Association 
of School Boards, 
1999 
Bjora, 2002 
Guerard, 2001 
Willard, 2000 
Colkin, 2001 
Markey, 2001 
Splitt, 2001 
Trotter, 2001 
Willard, 2001a 
Aidman, 2000 
Molnar & Morales, 
2000 
Willard, 2000 
Trotter, 1996 
Policies must align with legal 
requirements. Communication to 
employees is an important component 
of policy practices. Well 
communicated and discussed use 
policies for staff and students are 
important. Several benchmark court 
cases, such as Tinker, Hazel wood and 
Fraser may apply to modern 
technology issues. 
The Children Internet Protection Act 
(CIPA) requiring Internet filters for 
schools and libraries receiving federal 
funds and the associated FCC 
requirements for participation in the 
federal e-rate program require schools 
to use Internet content filters. Several 
authors suggested the filters are 
inadequate and ineffectual. 
Additionally, reliance on electronic 
screening alone gives a false sense of 
security to boards of education. 
With the advent of the Internet, World 
Wide Web, and the increased 
connectivity of schools to this 
infrastructure, a multitude of resources 
flowed into the schools without being 
specifically and directly approved. 
Among the data which flowed into 
schools were a broad range of 
advertisements on Web pages. 
Additionally, some Web sites attempt 
to collect information directly and 
indirectly about the computer users, 
which are often children. Federal 
regulations detail what information in 
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Table 1. Continued 
Topic Sources Major points 
E-learning and issues 
related to e-learning 
Delphi method 
Zucker & Kozma, 
2003 
Web-based Education 
Commission, 2000 
Stokes, 1999 
Thomburg, 1999 
Ritchie & Earnest, 
1999 
Moore, 1998 
Herring, 1997 
Helmer, 1996 
Twiss, 1992 
Weaver, 1971 
Linstone & Turoff, 
1975 
an education record can be public. This 
must align with electronic publishing 
practices in schools. 
E-learning was a growing, and perhaps, 
inevitable activity using the resources 
and connectivity of the Internet. In the 
United States, with its distributed 
authority for education practice and 
policy, it was forecast to involve many 
years of trying to overcome 
governmental barriers. 
The Delphi is an appropriate method 
for forecasting and for gathering the 
thoughts and projections of a 
geographically diverse judgment panel. 
Using the World Wide Web for a 
Delphi-style process was an 
appropriate adaptation. 
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Table 2. Delphi round one issues 
Delphi round one issue Source(s) 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to the privacy of staff electronic files stored on district 
servers/equipment. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to the privacy of student electronic files stored on 
district servers/equipment. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to the use of Internet filtering applications 
even if the district does not participate in e-rate 
funding. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding what is student directory information in 
accordance with FERPA (Family Educational Rights 
and Privacy Act) and what directory information can 
or will be posted on Internet pages and used in print 
publications. This includes the use of names or parts 
of names, and the use of names with photographs or 
written works on Web pages. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to a commitment by staff to use district equipment and 
services, including e-mail accounts and Internet 
access, in an ethical manner. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to a commitment by students to use district equipment 
and services, including e-mail accounts and Internet 
access, in an ethical manner. 
Darden, 2001; Jesdanum, 2001; 
Willard, 2000; National 
Association of School Boards, 
1999; Flowers, 1998 
Darden, 2001; Jesdanum, 2001; 
Willard, 2000; National 
Association of School Boards, 
1999; Flowers, 1998 
Borja, 2002; Darden, 2001; 
Federal Communications 
Commission, 2001; Heins & 
Cho, 2001; Willard, 2000 
Darden, 2001; Willard, 2000 
Darden, 2001; Willard, 2000; 
National Association of School 
Boards, 1999; Technology 
Pathfinder for Administrators, 
1997 
Darden, 2001; Willard, 2000; 
National Association of School 
Boards, 1999; Technology 
Pathfinder for Administrators, 
1997 
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Table 2. Continued 
Delphi round one issue Source(s) 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to a district retaining the right to inspect and review 
district provided staff electronic mail by the district if 
given cause to review. 
Towns, 2002; Darden, 2001; 
Wood; 2001b; American Bar 
Association, 2000; Bagby et al., 
2000; National Association of 
School Boards, 1999 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to a district retaining the right to inspect and review 
district provided student electronic mail if given just 
cause to review. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to the wording of parent permission slips related to 
student e-mail accounts. 
Darden, 2001; American Bar 
Association, 2000; Bagby et al., 
2000; National Association of 
School Boards, 1999 
Darden, 2001; Bagby et al., 
2000; Willard, 2000; National 
Association of School Boards, 
1999 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to how quickly staff should be expected to reply to e-
mail and voice-mail messages. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating 
to electronic vandalism which may include hacking or 
attempts to hack district servers/services, the 
purposeful introduction of a virus, unauthorized use of 
a student or staff network account, and physical 
damage to computers or other electronic equipment. 
Boards of education should consider a policy which 
holds the district harmless for the loss of 
electronically stored data from staff and students. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the length of time backup tapes/disks are 
kept on which e-mail and electronic files are archived 
as it relates to the state's sunshine/open-meetings 
law(s). 
Levine, 2001; Bushweller, 2000 
Bagby et al., 2000; Technology 
Pathfinder for Administrators, 
1997 
Bagby et al., 2000; Technology 
Pathfinder for Administrators, 
1997 
Darden, 2001; Splitt, 2001; 
Wood, 2001b; Bagby et al., 2000 
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Table 2. Continued 
Delphi round one issue Source(s) 
Boards of education should consider a policy which 
controls or sets parameters for the use of cellular 
phones and pagers by students. 
Boards of education should consider a policy which 
controls or sets parameters for the use of personal 
cellular phones and pagers by staff. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
regards to intellectual property rights of lessons, 
documents, tests, etc. created by a staff member for a 
district course, whether the course is face-to-face or a 
virtual/online course. 
Ghezzi, 2002; Gallery, 2001 
Ghezzi, 2000; Gallery, 2001 
Levine, 2001; Bushwaller, 2000; 
Chmielewski, 2000; National 
Association of School Boards, 
1999 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
regards to intellectual property rights of works created 
by students for a district course. 
Boards of education should consider a policy or 
review an existing policy with respect to compliance 
of the federal copyright laws, fair use compliance, and 
the liability associated with violations by a staff 
member. 
Levine, 2001; Bushwaller, 2000; 
Chmielewski, 2000; National 
Association of School Boards, 
1999 
National Association of School 
Boards, 1999 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for accepting 
credit for graduation for an online/Intemet-based 
course from an accredited K-12 school within the 
state. 
Zucker & Kozma, 2003; Darden, 
2001; Riley et al., 2000; Web-
based Education Commission, 
2000 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for accepting 
credit for graduation for an online/Intemet-based 
course from an accredited K-12 school from another 
state. 
Zucker & Kozma, 2003; Darden, 
2001; Riley et al., 2000; Web-
based Education Commission, 
2000 
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Table 2. Continued 
Delphi round one issue Source(s) 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for accepting 
credit for graduation for an online/Intemet-based 
course from an accredited K-12 school from another 
country. 
Zucker & Kozma, 2003; Darden, 
2001; Riley et al., 2000; Web-
based Education Commission, 
2000 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for accepting 
credit for graduation for an online/Intemet-based 
course from a non-accredited school or for-profit 
company. 
Zucker & Kozma, 2003; Darden, 
2001; Riley et al., 2000; Web-
based Education Commission, 
2000 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for accepting 
credit for graduation for an online/Intemet-based 
course from a community college, college, or 
university. 
Boards of education should consider a policy on the 
use of free commercially sponsored Web hosting sites 
by staff for school-related clubs or activities. 
Zucker & Kozma, 2003; Darden, 
2001; Riley et al., 2000; Web-
based Education Commission, 
2000 
Levine, 2001; Willard, 2001a; 
Willard; 2001b; Molnar & 
Morales, 2000; Willard, 2000; 
National Association of School 
Boards, 1999 
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member's rating. The panel members were able to and encouraged to suggest new issues not 
in the initial list for the group to consider. This process enabled the desired prediction or 
forward-looking aspect of the Delphi. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
This study used a modified Delphi technique to determine and gather reactions to 
emerging technologies and technology issues having or potentially having the effect on 
districts from a policy issue perspective. The study was limited to policy issues for American 
K-12 public schools. The study included the following steps: 
• The human subjects research submissions and approval. 
• The identification and invitation of panel members to participate in the study. 
• The communications of the human subjects risks to the panel members via electronic 
mail. Their agreement to participate was an indicator of implied informed consent. 
• Acquisition of permission to use Web-server space and Internet connectivity for the 
study from the researcher's employer. 
• The design of databases to hold the study's data (Appendix C). 
• The design of a Web site for the panel members and for the management of the data. 
• The development, coding (Appendix A), and testing of the Web space and the 
functions. 
• The identification of issues for round one from the research and current literature 
(Table 2 and Appendix A). 
• Implementation of the Web-based data gathering from the judgment panel. 
• Addition of issues from panel members' round one suggestions for round two. 
• Retrieval of the data from the server databases. 
• Analysis of the data. 
• Determination of the conclusions. 
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Selection of Judgment Panel Members 
Several professionals were identified who work with American K-12 schools and 
policy issues. The panel members selected represented several job responsibilities and roles 
associated with K-12 American public schools. The researcher's affiliation and experiences 
with the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE), the National Association 
of School Boards technology sub-group, Technology Leadership Network, and the 
Consortium of School Networking (COSN) provided contact with the judgment panel 
members. The 14 panel members represent a variety of geographic regions and a variety of 
occupations associated with public schools and the use of information and communications 
technologies in K-12 schools. Table 3 lists the distribution of panel member occupations, 
and Table 4 summarizes geographic regions from which the panel members work. 
The selected panel members all had over five years of experience in working with K-
12 public schools and information technology issues. While this was not a requisite attribute, 
it demonstrates a commitment to this area of information and communication technology in 
Table 3. Judgment panel member occupations 
Occupation Number 
Education professor 3 
Instructional technologist/futurist 1 
Lawyer (school law) 3 
Principal (virtual school) 1 
School board member 1 
Superintendent 1 
Technology director 4 
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Table 4. Judgment panel member geographic regions 
Geographic region Number 
Eastern/Northeast U.S 
Midwest U.S. 
2 
4 
4 
3 
1 
Northwest U.S. 
South/Southeast U.S. 
West/Southwest U.S. 
the K-12 environment. All have presented multiple workshops or sessions at state or national 
conferences related to information and communication technologies in American schools. 
Panel members were employed by U.S. public schools or organizations directly affiliated 
with U.S. K-12 public schools. Panel members were invited to participate by a face-to-face 
invitation, by a telephone call, or by electronic mail. 
This study's Delphi technique was a three-step process. The study was conducted using 
a Web-based interface. The Web site was hosted by the researcher's employer with oral 
permission from the superintendent. The server's operating system was a version of RedHat 
Linux®. The database application was MySQL. The scripting language was PHP. PHP 
stands for "Hypertext Pre-Processor" and is a server side HTML scripting/programming 
language. The Apache HTTP Server is a open source Web server developed by the Apache 
Software Foundation (http://www.apache.org). 
Data Management Tools 
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Database Table Designs 
The five structured query language (SQL) database tables (Appendix C) held the 
research data. These database tables included a panel table, named panel. The panel database 
held the member user-identification code, a password, an indicator used to determine if the 
panelist was finished with a round, a date stamp, and a sequentially numbered reference 
number. The unique user-identification codes and unique passwords were entered using the 
administrative Web page. A record of which panel member was assigned which user-
identification code was maintained in a separate document and not on the Web site. This 
helped insure the anonymity of the panel members. 
The issues database table, issues, held the text of the issue and a numeric value for the 
issue. The text was entered into the database via the administrative Web page. 
The ratings database table held a rating number and a text description of the Likert-type 
rating. This database was populated via command line scripts on the server and not through a 
Web interface as the text did not change. The text was presented for each issue as a drop­
down list. The login page, which greeted each panel member, had the verbose description 
(Table 5). 
The responses database table held the panel response data. The database fields included 
the panel member reference number which could be linked to the panel member user-
identification, the issue number being rated, the rating value (Table 5), the round number (1, 
2, or 3), and any comments the panel members had advocating or describing the rating given. 
The values from the rating field were used to calculate the descriptive statistics in round two 
and three. 
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Table 5. Likert-type scale descriptors and database descriptors 
Login descriptor (panel login page) Drop-down descriptor 
This value allowed panel members to abstain 
from rating an issue. 
Strongly disagree that the item is an issue for 
board policy consideration. 
Disagree that the item is an issue for board 
policy consideration. 
Neither agree nor disagree that the item is an 
issue for board policy consideration. 
Agree that the item is an issue for board policy 
consideration. 
Strongly agree that the item is an issue for 
board policy consideration. 
(0) No opinion 
(1) Strongly disagree 
(2) Disagree 
(3) Neither agree nor disagree 
(4) Agree 
(5) Strongly agree 
The database table named suggestions held the text of additional issues proposed by the 
judgment panel during round one. This was the only round that included access to this 
feature. The database table included a unique, system-generated reference number, the panel 
reference number associated with the user-identification code, and the text of the suggested 
addition. The data were only viewable via a link on the administration web page, which 
required a unique password. 
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Web Site Design and Functions 
The Web site provided the interface for the panel members and for the administration 
of the data. Appendix B includes the code for each page. Figure 1 shows the administrative 
Web page functions. 
^ Admin.php ^ 
!
 
!
 
4J 
^View round one suggestions 
^Enter Panel ID, passwords and control acces^^ c™ ) 
^^tetrieve data 
1 during testing. 1 
Figure 1. Administrative Web page functions 
The following functions were performed from the administrative Web page, admin.php. 
• Creating user accounts and passwords for judgment panel members. 
• Changing the round number. 
• Entering, editing, or deleting data from the issues database. 
• Re-opening a panel member's access to data entry and review. 
• Monitoring the progress panel members during each round. 
• Reviewing issues added by panel members during round one from the suggestions 
database. 
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• Retrieving a comma-separated variable listing of the responses table. 
• Providing a limited ability to monitor panel activities and comments. 
Appendix G shows a sample of the administrative Web page. The activity and 
comments views did not identify the panel member attributed to the item. The responses 
table did, however, include the panel member number, p id, which did make the rating and 
the comment attributable to a panelist. The comma-separated variable listing available 
through the administrative Web page listed this data field. 
Panel members entered the Web site with a different page called login.php. Figure 2 
shows the functions for this Web page. The functions and display varied by which round was 
open and whether the panel member had completed the current round. 
^ Login.php ^ 
( — ) < — ) ( ™—" y 
^^Authenticate user 
k ) 
Figure 2. Panel member main Web page 
The login.php Web page had several functions. Access to this page required the panel 
member to enter the panel member's identification name and the correct password. On this 
page, the current round number was displayed in the page title. The page provided a link to a 
description of the study's purpose, purpose.html. The code for this Web page is included in 
68 
Appendix B. The main page included a task reference. If the panel member had not 
completed the ratings for the current round, the displayed page included a link to the ratings 
page. If the panel member had completed the ratings for that round, a message was displayed 
that the round was closed. 
The page also displayed instructions on how to save their work to date, how to indicate 
the panel member was finished with the round, and the verbose Likert-type descriptions 
mentioned in Table 5. When a panel member viewed the page and the round number was 
equal to one, an additional hyperlink was displayed to allow the panel member to enter 
suggestions for issues which were not listed in round one. The suggestion.php page 
(Appendix B) prompted the panel member to submit suggested issues for policy 
consideration. These suggestions were written to the suggestions database table. This option 
was not available after round one. The suggestions were reviewed after round one was 
complete. Duplicates were combined into a single new issue. These additions were entered 
into the issues database, allowing panelists two rounds to rate and advocate for the panelist-
authored issues. 
The dynamically generated issues rating Web page showed two versions. During round 
one, the panel member saw the text from each issue, a drop-down scoring list, and a text area 
where a panel member could write a statement of advocacy. 
For rounds two and three, the panelist would see the same three items for each issue. 
Additionally, the panelist would see his or her rating from the previous round, the arithmetic 
mean and standard deviation of the issue's ratings from the previous round, and a hyperlink 
to view the anonymous comments for that issue from all panel members from the previous 
round. Figure 3 shows a portion of a panel member ratings page from a round three process. 
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The mean, standard deviation and previous round rating are visible on this page for each 
item. The "View Comments" hyperlink allows the panel member to see comments from all 
panel members related to this specific issue from the previous round. The comments 
displayed on a separate Web page. This new page allowed the panel member an easy way to 
return to his or her ratings page. A place for the panelist to enter for additional comments 
related to the issue was positioned directly below each rating for each issue. 
When you have finished reviewing and revising your ratings and comments, click the Finished button 
at the top or bottom of page. 
Thank you for your input. 
Finished 
Boards of Education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of staff electronic files stored on 
district servers/equipment. 
Round 2 Mean: 4.97 Std. Dev.: ±0.18 View Comments 
Your Round 2 Rating: 5 
t u  -  ,  «  j  i  . .  , .  _  ,  _  , .  I  (5) Strongly Agree v |  This issue should be addressed in Board Policy: I — 
Advocate for the rating you gave this issue (Optional): 
Figure 3. Portion of issues page (Round 3 example) 
With the number of issues, it was likely the panel member would not be able to 
complete reviewing all the issues in one setting. The Web site and databases were designed 
so the panel member could save the ratings at any time. Using the "Save" feature kept the 
round open for the panel member, but saved all the ratings they had completed. A variable 
was set in the page code when the database was read. If the access was the first time for the 
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panel member for that round, the ratings and comment data were added to the table when 
"Save" was chosen. If any of the issues had a response for that round and panel member, the 
"Save" icon would update the ratings database with the panel member's data. The two 
different treatments were transparent to the panel member, but are different database 
functions. The panel member could return to the Web site and continue work on rating any of 
the issues, changing a rating, or making or editing comments on any of the issues. 
When the panel member had completed rating all the issues, the panel member used a 
"Finished" button. This button saved all the ratings and comments and locked access to the 
issues page for the remainder of that round for that panel member. Through the admin.php 
Web page, a viewable data element indicated whether a panel member had finished the 
reviews. In case a panel member accidentally used "Finished" before he/she had worked 
through all the issues, the panel member could call or e-mail the researcher. Using the 
admin.php Web page, access to the database for that round for the specific panel member 
could be reopened without affecting the other panel members or the data. The feature also 
was used in testing the databases and Web pages. 
The Three-Round Delphi 
To open round one, panel members were sent an electronic mail message with the 
unique identification code and a unique password. A sample of the electronic mail message is 
found in Appendix E. The message included the universal resource locator (URL) to the 
research Web site. An electronic mail function called "return receipt" was used to 
acknowledge that each panel member received the electronic message. The opening page, 
login.php, prompted the panel member to enter the identification code and the password. If 
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the code and password were both correct, the remainder of the page was displayed for the 
panel member. The top of the page displayed the current round number and a link to a Web 
page which displayed the purpose of the study, purpose.html (Appendix B). 
Round one 
The primary task for round one was to rate an initial list of items (Table 2 and 
Appendix A) provided to the panel based on the review of the research and current literature. 
The panel member was presented with the following information on the login.php Web page 
during round one: 
• A hyperlink to the round one issues list, issues.php, where the issues were rated. 
• A description of the process and the Likert-type scale descriptions. 
• A hyperlink to a suggestions page where the panel member could add additional 
issues for consideration in rounds two and three. 
The hyperlink to the issues page for round one presented the panel member with the 
text of each issue. The review of research and current literature provided data for an initial 
list of 25 issues for consideration by the panel members. A drop-down response box allowed 
the member to rate the importance that each item would have for a U.S. public K-12 school 
board policy consideration. The scale was a rating of 0 through 5. A rating of zero indicated 
the panel member had no opinion on the issue. If this option was chosen, it was not counted 
in calculations of mean or standard deviation which were calculated for rounds two and 
three. The rating values (Table 5) included 1) strongly disagree, 2) disagree, 3) neither agree 
nor disagree, 4) agree, and 5) strongly agree. 
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Each judgment panel member received the same list of issues in the same order. The 
security of using a password-protected Web site reduced the chance the data or Web site 
would be accessed by anyone other than the intended participants. No panel member was 
able to see the responses of the other members. Participants rated each item with the five-
point Likert-type scale which indicated the respondent's level of agreement of whether the 
issue is one that American public school boards of education should have a policy level 
discussion. 
The original 25 issues (Appendix A) were purposefully intended not to be all-inclusive, 
as this would defeat the important role of the judgment panel in generating emerging issues. 
Modifying the Delphi procedure to include an introductory list for review is a supported 
practice in Delphi methodologies (Ritchie & Earnest, 1999; Flippo, 1998; Herring, 1997; 
Jones, 1996). The additions by panel members from round one was in keeping with a 
grounded research method, as explained by Herring (1997, pp. 73-74). Grounded theory is 
general methodology for developing or elaborating and modifying theory. Research using 
grounded theory methods, Herring states, constantly redesigns and uses new data to influence 
the outcomes. The option for the participants to add to the list of emerging issues with 
potential board policy ramifications was consistent with the methodology. The 
implementation of grounded theory was also evident in the sharing of the advocacy 
comments from previous rounds. This process allowed panel members to influence other 
members with additional information which may not have been evident to other panelists. 
The Web interface and database design allowed each panel member, through the 
suggestion.php Web page, to suggest issues they believed the group should consider. This 
important option in round one was the panel member's method of communicating to the 
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group that an issue either was not addressed or that it was not adequately addressed or not 
correctly worded. Only during round one were panel members asked to identify additional 
current and emerging technologies with elementary and secondary public school policy 
implications. This allowed each issue to receive at least two rounds of ratings and review. 
These additional topics were the prediction and forward-thinking portion of the process 
which is a strength of Delphi studies. The hyperlink to the suggestions page brought a new 
Web page that stored the suggestions in the suggestion database table. This option was 
available to the panel members throughout round one, even if they had indicated they had 
finished with the rating of the initial 25 issues. Different panel members duplicated several 
issues. Since the suggestions were not viewable by the panel members, they would not have 
been aware of duplications. The suggestions were not rated by panel members in round one. 
After all judgment panel members had completed round one, all suggested additions were 
reviewed. The new issues were added to the original 25 through the admin.php page. Thirty-
one additional issues were entered. In rounds two and three, the text of these 31 issues were 
preceded with the text "*NEW*" to make it evident the issue was not in the round one list. 
After all panel members had completed round one, these additional suggestions were 
added to the issues database. Issues that were repeated by different panel members were 
combined into one new issue. Typographical errors were corrected. 
With the new issues ready, the round number was then incremented via the admin.php 
Web page. The state of each panel member's round access as noted by an integer set in field 
p closed was changed from "Finished" (value = 1) to "Unlocked" (value = 0). The field 
value had locked the panel member out of the issues Web page when the panelist used the 
"Finished" button on the issues page. An electronic mail message was sent to each panel 
74 
member indicating that round two was ready for their use. The electronic mail function called 
"return receipt" was used again to acknowledge that each panel member received the 
electronic message. 
Round two 
Round two displayed the summary of the judgment panel members' data from the 
previous round providing an individual the opportunity to make adjustments in ratings 
(Ritchie & Earnest, 1999; Herring, 1997; Livingstone & Turoff, 1975; Hudson, 1974; 
Helmer, 1966) by displaying summary statistics. These statistics, mean and standard 
deviation, were generated by MySQL. The formulae are found in Figures 4 and 5, 
respectively. The panel members viewed their own rating, the arithmetic mean of the panel's 
responses from the previous round, the standard deviation of the responses from the previous 
round, and a link that allowed the panel member to view comments and statements of 
advocacy from the panel members for the issue (Figure 3). The comments or statements of 
advocacy were listed in a manner to maintain anonymity. 
* = - S x, 
ni = l 1 
Figure 4. Arithmetic mean 
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Figure 5. Standard deviation 
Round three 
The third round list was the final posting. The mean and standard deviation from round 
two were provided as information to the participants as an indicator of consensus. The panel 
member's individual rating from round two was also displayed. Any comments from round 
two were viewable from the hyperlink comments for that issue. Panel members rated the 
items using the same scale as in previous rounds. The text box was available for each 
question for the panel member to leave any last comments regarding the issue. The round 
three comments were not viewable by the other panel members. The comments were, 
however, extracted for the data analysis process. A complete listing of the comments, sorted 
by round and issue, is found in Appendix L. Spelling and grammatical errors were not 
corrected in Appendix L. 
Human Subjects Research 
Participants received an electronic mail explaining the purpose of the study and a thank 
you for agreeing to participate in May of 2003. The three round Delphi process and method 
of communications were described (Appendix D). The human subjects research risks and 
benefits to the participants were noted in the electronic letter (Appendix F). Participation by 
the panel members was treated as implied informed consent. Appropriate and timely Human 
Subjects Research forms were filed with Iowa State University. 
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Analysis of Data 
Following the consensus process of identifying which areas have the greatest potential 
impact on school board policy, the study includes summary data tables showing the 
progression of the consensus building activity. Descriptive statistics in the tables show the 
mean (Figure 4) and the standard deviation (Figure 5) and interquartile range (Figure 6). 
Several studies have used the interquartile range as an indicator of the degree of consensus 
(Herring, 1997; Weaver, 1971). 
Qi represents the l quartile 
Figure 6. Quartile deviation, interquartile range 
The mean rating of the panelists from the last round was used to categorize the issues 
into three groups. The issues which had a mean round three rating greater than 3.5 are issues 
which, as a group, were rated as "agree" or "strongly agree" that boards of education should 
discuss and likely adopt a policy to address the item. The second group of issues fell in a 
neutral area. With a mean round three rating between and including 2.5 to 3.5, this group 
corresponded to the Likert-type scale of "neither agree nor disagree." The panel members' 
collective rating indicated that the issue may be important for some boards of education and 
not to other boards of education. The last group included those issues which the group rated 
with a mean less than 2.5. This included Likert-type scale items "disagree" and "strongly 
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disagree." These issues would be unlikely candidates for a board policy. They could be 
handled by the school administration by other means. 
The summary and conclusions found in Chapter V discuss some areas which might lead 
readers of this study to further readings surrounding the identified items. Some of the current 
research and contemporary literature in the references suggest wording for policies and 
provides additional cautions for policy makers to consider. The wording for policies is 
outside the scope of this investigation. 
Data Timeline 
This study collected data from the panelists over a six-month time period. Round one 
opened to participants on May 20,2003. The last member completed round one on June 15 
and round two opened for participants June 16. Round three opened to participants on August 
27. The round as completed by the last participant on October 28. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The findings of the study are presented in this chapter. The research questions for this 
study are as follows: 
1. What issues arose from the research and contemporary literature that may require 
boards of education to discuss and deliberate relevant board policies? 
2. What issues arose from the Delphi that might require boards of education to discuss 
and deliberate relevant board policies? 
3. What degree of agreement exists among judgment panel members on each 
identified issue? 
4. Based on the Delphi, which policies or category of policies might a district wish to 
revisit in order to account for new technologies and the related issues? 
5. From the data, are there ancillary issues that affect the policy development process? 
The data are presented in this chapter in three groups: 1) items identified by the 
judgment panel as being issues that are important for board of education policy 
consideration; 2) issues identified by the panel as not being candidates for a board policy; 3) 
issues which were neutral to the panel with respect to needing a board policy. With each 
grouping, statistical elements show levels of agreement among the panel members. Appendix 
I includes a summary table with the summary statistics of interquartile range for each round, 
mean rating for each round, and standard deviation for each round. 
The primary indicator of consensus used was the third round mean as a barometer that 
panel members agreed that the issue was important for boards of education in American K— 
12 public schools to review. Appendix J is a listing, in detail, of the issues in each of three 
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groupings. These groupings included round three mean values exceeding 3.5 as being 
important policy issues needing discussions, issues with a mean rating less than 2.5 as being 
an indicator the issue should not be handled with a board policy, and items in the middle 
range including and between 2.5 and 3.5. Using the five-point Likert-type scale, 25 issues 
received a round three mean greater than 3.5. Of these 25 issues, seven were issues added by 
the panel members and 18 were issues presented to the panel members in round one. Six 
issues received a round three mean less than 2.5. This would indicate a group consensus that 
the issue was not one to be managed via a board of education policy. Of the six lower rated 
issues, three were from the initial 25 issues and three were from issues added by the panel 
members. Twenty-five issues were rated in middle range of neither agreeing nor disagreeing 
the issue needed policy review as indicated by a mean round three rating between and 
including 2.5 and 3.5. Four of the 25 issues were from the initial 25 round one issues. 
Appendix K lists the 56 issues sorted by the mean round three rating. 
Important Issues for Board Policy Consideration 
Issues rated as being important for boards of education to consider could be regrouped 
by who is affected by any potential policy or by a division or function within the district. 
Affected parties or areas include staff-related issues, student-related issues, security issues, 
district-level issues, and issues related curriculum. 
District-level issues 
The district-level issues as a group revolved around a theme of security. Panel members 
identified policy discussions regarding electronic vandalism, use of technologies by groups 
outside staff and students, such as community groups, Internet filtering, and control and 
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monitoring of commercialism in the schools as important district-wide concerns. 
Additionally, it was recognized that a board of education, through policy, sets the definition 
of directory data as required by the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA). 
Administrative rules and procedures would handle notification and processes. 
The data also show that, while a high mean round three rating would suggest a high 
need and consensus, several items had a dichotomous nature. A policy discussion with 
respect to electronic hacking or vandalism, for example, had a round three mean of 4.21 and 
a standard deviation of 1.05. Comments and detail show some disagreement among panelists. 
Through the three rounds, the interquartile range moved from 0.88 to 0.38 showing 
movement in ratings toward consensus. The mean changed from 4.14 in round one to 4.21. 
Internet filtering was an interesting issue. For U.S. schools to be eligible for federal funds 
and e-rate funds, the schools must be compliant with the Children's Internet Protection Act 
(CIPA). Even with this federal lever, the mean in round three was only 3.86. The 
interquartile range varied from 0.75 in rounds one and two to 0 in round three. The standard 
deviation changed from 0.88 to 0.74. Typical panelist comments include the following: 
At the Board of Education level, the policy concern should focus on stating a 
community value or belief, typically along the lines of assuring a safe and 
enriched learning environment, free from disruptive and controversial materials. 
The superintendent should be held accountable to the board for decision which 
allows the learning environment to become unlawful, unethical, unsafe, 
disrespectful, unnecessarily disruptive or undignified. If filtering is needed for 
some grades and some individuals, then he/she is free to do so. The school 
board should be the final judge as to the superintendent's compliance in 
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protecting the community's values. A policy may not be needed in some 
communities and is a necessity in others. 
Policies for employees 
Board of education policies speak to employees through clearly written expectations 
regarding acceptable uses of the technologies and resources available within a district. Areas 
that needed to be addressed in policy discussions and review included, according to the 
judgment panel: 
• Compliance with federal and state laws, such the Family Educational Rights and 
Privacy Act (FERPA), copyright, and public trust/use of equipment. 
• The level of expectation of privacy of staff electronic files and e-mail 
communications. 
• The acceptable uses of electronic mail by staff, such as in union communications or 
personal communications. 
• The arrangement and expectation of ownership and intellectual property rights, 
especially, but not limited to, e-leaming courses and Web pages developed by staff 
members. 
Policies for students 
With respect to student related issues, the panel identified six important issues. These 
issues needed clear communications to students and their guardians as to what was 
acceptable behavior when in a school environment and when using school equipment and 
resources. Panelists commented that any policy discussions regarding behavior in the 
electronic realm should be in alignment with other behavior policies. Areas addressed 
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included communicating to students and parents that the district strives to be a safe place, 
however, districts needed to use a disclaimer of liability in the case of accidental failure of 
safeguards such as Internet filtering or in the backup and retention of student electronic files. 
The district should clearly retain the right to review or inspect student files and/or district 
provided e-mail if needed, and, if logged, student Internet activity. 
The use of student-owned cellular phones and pagers was also an agreed upon area for 
policy discussion. Though the item was highly rated in round three, this issue had divergent 
ratings. The interquartile range was 1.25 and the standard deviation of round three ratings 
was 1.17. This was a good example of a rating where comments may have provided the 
participants more insight. Table 6 includes the comments from this issue. 
Any policy that uses the term or concept of ethics, it was suggested by panelists' 
comments, needs to have a clear definition of what ethical means in order to be defensible. 
For example, if a student acceptable use policy stated that students are to use electronic 
communications and the Internet in an ethical fashion, it is incumbent on the board to define 
and describe the district understanding of the term. If the board meant acting within the law, 
that is trying to keep student and staff from using the tools for illegal activities, then ethical 
use may not be the correct term. One panelist noted that a district needs policies that cover 
ethical use of all school facilities, equipment, and resources. There was no need to single out 
just the computer and communication areas. 
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Table 6. Comments regarding student cellular telephones and pager use 
Round Rating Comment 
1 4 What used to be a concern in schools regarding drug trafficking, is now 
considered a security issue. Boards need to deliberate on their use. 
1 4 I agree, but tend to think of this in terms of general needs for policy on 
disruptions in the classroom. Do we need special policy on bringing an 
iPod or Walkman to class, or a laptop computer? 
1 5 My same comments governing notice of acceptable behavior and 
disciplinary action for violating the rules apply here as well. This may 
be covered in a general acceptable use policy adopted by the board and 
can only govern student behavior while at school or school-related 
functions. 
1 5 This should not be left up to individual teachers or schools—a district 
policy sets the benchmark for everyone. 
1 2 This is way too detailed for the board. The related policy that would 
cover this topic is more top level and would deal with holding the 
superintendent responsible for assuring a proper and productive 
learning environment. This gives the staff leeway to control electronic 
devises at some schools and not others. 
1 5 Cell phones and pagers proliferate among the student bodies and I 
think this matter should be considered in policy deliberations. 
However, I am not against cell phones; I merely think boards should 
ponder how they will frame policies to deal with the matter. 
1 1 Administrative. 
1 2 Building decision with parental input. 
1 5 Cell phone use by students is prevalent enough now that it warrants a 
district-wide policy, rather than permitting variances building-to-
building. 
2 4 1 think it should be (or may already be) addressed in the student and 
teacher behavior/discipline policies regarding disruptive behaviors. 
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Table 6. Continued 
Round Rating Comment 
2 2 Operational, not policy. The policy should be related to an environment 
for learning that is free of disruption. Cell phones and pagers may fall 
under this, but should be addressed around the larger policy issue. 
3 2 Too detailed for a board policy. The policy should just require the 
superintendent to follow the law. As far as this issue the superintendent 
should discuss it with staff and work it out with an attorney. 
3 2 Usual discipline expectations for students. 
3 4 If there is no standard, district-wide policy, then each principal is free 
to make it up as she or he sees fit. 
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Curriculum-related policies 
Other issues with high round three means included curriculum and credit issues. Board 
policy discussions related to the relatively new issues of e-leaming are important. Boards of 
education needed to address if and when students are allowed credit for virtual courses taken 
from a variety of sources. In some states, it may not have been a local-control issue, but for 
those districts with control, a discussion was needed. These items had a mean third round 
mean of 3.93 to 3.79, indicating "agree" and round three interquartile ranges of 0.75 to 0.50 
which indicates a high level of agreement (see Table 7). 
Low Importance Issues for Board Policy Consideration 
Only six issues were identified, according to the third round mean, as not likely to be 
issues needing board of education policy discussions. Panel member comments did not 
dismiss the issues as being frivolous. However, the consensus rating indicated that these 
issues may have best been handled by other means, such as administrative rules, practice, or 
expectations. This would leave individual building administrators to develop their own 
practices and thus would likely vary from building to building within a district. The data 
show that the panel did not expect the board of education to become involved in these six 
issues. 
The six issues are listed in Table 8. Three issues were from the initial list of 25. Three 
issues were from additions from round one. Some panel members indicated that these issues 
should be handled administratively. While it might be appropriate to make a board of 
education aware of the expectations, these items did not rise to the level of needing a policy 
or policy discussion. 
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Table 7. Issues with a third round mean greater than 3.5 
Issues 
Round 1 
interquartile range 
Round 2 
interquartile range 
Round 3 
interquartile range 
Boards of education should 
consider a policy ... Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
relating to the privacy of staff 
electronic files stored on district 
servers/equipment. 
0.00 0.00 0.38 
4.79 0.41 4.79 0.41 4.79 0.45 
relating to the privacy of student 
electronic files stored on district 
servers/equipment. 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
4.79 0.41 4.93 0.26 4.93 0.35 
with respect to the use of Internet 
filtering applications even if the 
district does not participate in e-
rate funding. 
0.75 0.75 0.00 
3.93 0.88 3.93 0.88 3.93 0.74 
regarding what is student directory 
information in accordance with 
FERPA (Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act) and what 
directory information can or will 
be posted on Internet pages and 
used in print publications. This 
includes the use of names or parts 
of names, and the use of names 
with photographs or written works 
on Web pages. 
relating to a commitment by staff 
to use district equipment and 
services, including e-mail 
accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
0.38 0.50 0.00 
4.64 
0. 
0.61 
50 
4.62 
0. 
0.63 
53 
4.62 
0. 
0.58 
50 
4.42 0.95 4.25 1.01 4.25 0.92 
relating to a commitment by-
students to use district equipment 
and services, including e-mail 
accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
0. 
4.54 
0. 
4.15 
50 
0.84 
50 
1.03 
0. 
4.50 
0. 
4.14 
38 
0.91 
50 
1.06 
0. 
4.50 
0. 
4.14 
38 
0.91 
relating to the personal use of 
public (district) equipment or 
services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). 
This is commonly known as 
"public trust." 
50 
0.59 
relating to a district retaining the 
right to inspect and review district 
provided staff electronic mail by 
the district if given cause to 
review. 
0.38 0.00 0.38 
4.43 1.05 4.50 1.05 4.50 1.05 
relating to a district retaining the 
right to inspect and review district 
provided student electronic mail if 
given just cause to review. 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
4.46 1.08 4.57 1.05 4.57 1.05 
relating to electronic vandalism 
which may include hacking or 
attempts to hack district 
servers/services, the purposeful 
introduction of a virus, 
unauthorized use of a student or 
staff network account, and 
physical damage to computers or 
other electronic equipment. 
0.88 0.88 0.38 
4.14 1.13 4.21 1.15 4.21 1.05 
which controls or sets parameters 
for the use of cellular phones and 
pagers by students. 
1.25 1 (in 1.25 
3.64 1.45 3.46 1.22 3.46 1.17 
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Table 7. Continued 
Issues 
Round 1 
interquartile range 
Round 2 
interquartile range 
Round 3 
interquartile range 
Boards of education should 
consider a policy ... Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
with regards to intellectual 
property rights oflessons, 
documents, tests, etc. created by a 
staff member for a district course, 
whether the course is face-to-face 
or a virtual/on-line course. 
0.50 0.50 0.50 
4.50 0.73 4.62 0.63 4.62 0.63 
with respect to compliance the 
federal copyright laws, fair use 
compliance and the liability 
associated with violations by a 
staff member. 
0.88 1.00 0.75 
3.93 1.22 3.85 1.35 3.85 1.22 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from an accredited 
K-12 school within the state. 
1.00 1.13 0.50 
3.69 1.26 3.67 1.31 3.67 1.16 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from an accredited 
K-12 school from another state. 
0.88 1.00 0.38 
3.79 1.26 3.69 1.26 3.69 1.13 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from an accredited 
K-12 school from another 
country. 
0.88 0.75 0.75 
3.64 1.23 4.00 0.95 4.00 1.15 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from a non-
! accredited school or for-profit 
company. 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from a community 
college, college, or university. 
0.88 0.50 0.38 
3.79 
0. 
3.79 
1.26 
88 
1.26 
3.85 
0. 
3.92 
"
 
I 
n
 
i™ 
LI 3.85 
0. 
3.92 
1.13 
38 
1.26 
•NEW* regarding labor issues, 
such as the use of e-mail for 
political or union purposes. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 3.69 1.32 3.69 1.03 
•NEW* related to disclosure of 
personal information online by 
staff or students. 
0.00 0.38 0.50 
0.00 0.00 3.86 1.13 3.86 1.20 
*NEW* related to the safety and 
security of students when using 
electronic communications. 
0.00 0.50 0.50 
0.00 0.00 ! 4.00 1.18 4.00 1.16 
*NEW* with respect to the 
requirements to educate students 
related to safe and responsible use 
of the Internet. 
0.00 1.00 1.38 
0.00 0.00 4.00 1.24 4.00 1.42 
•NEW* with respect to use of 
school-owned technologies 
(computers, resources, etc.) by 
non-employee publics who use 
school facilities, particularly after 
hours. Ex: night classes taught at 
school. 
0 
0.00 
00 
0.00 
0 
4.23 
50 
0.89 
0. 
4.23 
50 
1.08 
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The use of personal devices by staff within or on district equipment and networks had a 
large quartile difference, 1.50, and standard deviation of 1.4. These data show again a 
diversity of viewpoints. If a policy, for example, were adopted to address student use of 
personally owned devices on district networks and equipment, such as Personal Data 
Assistants (PDA), or within the school, then perhaps a policy regarding the same for staff 
would be appropriate. The panelists did not have common views on this issue. 
Table 8. Lowest rated policy issues 
Round Interquartile Low rated issues (< 2.5 round three mean) x 7 three mean range 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on 
students being able to turn in written assignments 
electronically (for example, as e-mail attachments). 2.14 0.88 
Boards of education should consider a policy which controls 
or sets parameters for the use of personal cellular phones and 
pagers by staff. 2.43 1.25 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to how 
quickly staff should be expected to reply to e-mail and voice-
mail messages. 1.86 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to {staff} use of personal technology devices 
(laptops, PDAs). 2.43 1.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that 
would encourage "open computers" assessment. This would 
be an expansion on the idea of "open book" and "open notes" 
assessment, and would be designed to encourage curriculum 
content and assessment that are more authentic and aligned 
than is currently the case. 2.29 0.88 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the 
wording of parent permission slips related to student e-mail 
accounts. 2.38 1.00 
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Neutral Importance Issues for Board Policy Consideration 
The balance of the issues was rated by this judgment panel with mean round three 
ratings from and including 2.5 to 3.5. This neutral range indicated either a split view of the 
issue, with some panel members rating the issue high and some rating it low, or it may have 
indicated a higher level of agreement that the panelists neither agreed nor disagreed for the 
need for a policy discussion. The interquartile range and standard deviation were indicators 
of where an issue stood with respect to the two possibilities. 
Twenty-five issues fell into this range. Of these middle ground emerging issues, four 
were from the 25 initial round one. Twenty-one issues were additions by panelists from 
round one. Table 9 below lists those "neutral" issues with high interquartile ranges. The high 
interquartile range was an indicator of higher levels of disagreement among the panelists. 
The standard deviation is also included in Table 9. 
Issues listed in Table 9 may have indeed needed policy discussions. Panel members 
referenced a clearly written acceptable use policy as being the centerpiece by which a board 
of education communicates to students and their parents. It is also the board of education's 
communication vehicle to staff as what are and are not appropriate uses for information and 
communications technologies within the district. Comments by panelists often referred to this 
as an acceptable use document. The document may also list unacceptable uses. Illegal 
activities, although it may seem obvious, may be listed as examples of what is not allowed, 
but other policies may also expressly state compliance and expectations for behavior. District 
employees were likely already held to a high standard of copyright compliance with clear 
directions from the board of education. If there was an existing policy, it may be prudent for 
policymakers to simply review the existing policy to make sure it also encompasses new 
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Table 9. Neutral issues with a high interquartile range (1.00 or greater) 
Issue 
Interquartile 
range 
Standard 
deviation 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to copyright compliance in the acquisition of 
software, and {the process} for placing software on district 
computers. 1.25 1.40 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that 
provides a process whereby third parties can contact the 
district with any complaints related to material on district 
Web site(s), as vehicle to ward off possible litigation. 1.13 1.38 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding electronics and academic issues; plagiarism via 
Web sites, term paper checking services and their use by 
teachers, as two examples. 1.00 1.39 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related 
to educational use of the Internet and when non-educational 
use can occur. 1.00 1.23 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related 
to ongoing evaluation and revising of {ICT (information and 
communication technologies)} policy. 1.00 1.41 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related 
to staff supervision of student use of the Internet, as well as 
monitoring activities. 1.00 1.39 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that 
clearly define material and activities that are inappropriate— 
allowing for age distinctions. 1.00 1.46 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to continued funding for technologies, especially as 
legacy technologies are victims of planned obsolescence. 1.00 1.12 
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Table 9. Continued 
Interquartile Standard 
Issue range deviation 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to guidelines for hiring—considering whether they 
should be amended in light of a techno-capable population of 
applicants. To what extent, and in what way, are technology 
"capabilities" and/or literacy to be expected of new hires? 1.00 1.33 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to student use of personal technology devices 
(laptops, PDAs). 1.00 1.25 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to student use of mobile technology devices such as 
the use of handheld computing devices...and the matter of 
portability, integration into existing network schema, etc. 1.00 1.12 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to Web pages created by students off site that 
references the school or its employees in a negative light. 
Comment: In our state we make a strong differentiation 
between policies (only set by board) and guidelines. Some of 
these items better fall under the category of guideline. 1.00 1.36 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider the information 
and communication technology standards that are to be met 
by newly hired teachers. For example, a board might have a 
policy that new-hires must meet the ISTE NETS for teachers, 
or that they must meet them within two years of being hired. 1.00 1.19 
*NEW* Boards of education should develop policy on the 
issue of an authentic alignment between instruction that 
involves information and communication technology, and 
assessment. Thus, the policy might state that if students are 
expected to learn to use ICT to do certain tasks, then their 
assessment in these areas should be hands-on. 1.00 1.12 
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digital rights and new technological methods of distribution. A separate information and 
communications technology policy is not necessarily needed. Local boards of education, the 
superintendent, and the district's legal counsel would be responsible for this review. Three 
comments, taken in sequence, were insightful with respect to copyright compliance. 
"Why would a board need to replicate what is present in law!" 
"If subject to an investigation for copyright, the policy shows due diligence." 
"Compliance with the law is a demand, not an option. Schools should help in that 
regard by developing a policy stating the district's expectations of its staff." 
Table 10 lists those "neutral" issues with lower interquartile ranges. The table also 
shows round three standard deviations. 
These issues, neither agree nor disagree in the Likert-type scale, in Table 10, ranged 
from disposition of equipment to compliance of Web sites to the federal Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA). Comments indicated some ambivalence to some of these issues. An 
example was a comment with respect to the intellectual property rights of works created by 
students: 
Actually, the district has no ownership rights over student work because students are 
not employees. But there should be a policy related to how student copyright rights are 
addressed. This approach is a really good way to teach students about the benefits of 
copyright law. 
This example showed how the law, possibly other board policies, and curriculum might 
intertwine. One panelist mentioned a possibility of legal action if student rights were 
violated. A policy might have also helped educate students and parents about a student's 
right to retain copyrights and ownership of the work they had created. 
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Table 10. Neutral issues with low interquartile ranges (< 1.00) 
Interquartile Standard 
Issue range deviation 
Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the 
length of time backup tapes/disks are kept on which e-mail 
and electronic files are archived as it relates to the state's 
sunshine/open-meetings law(s). 0.88 1.26 
Boards of education should consider a policy with regards to 
intellectual property rights of works created by students for a 
district course. 0.88 1.28 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related 
to ensuring public input. 0.88 1.24 
Boards of education should consider a policy which holds the 
district harmless for the loss of electronically stored data from 
staff and students. 0.50 1.15 
Boards of education should consider a policy on the use of 
free commercially sponsored Web hosting sites by staff for 
school-related clubs or activities. 0.50 1.28 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy {to 
implement a program to} donate surplus computers to 
students. 0.50 0.91 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on how 
to handle requests to donated computers. 0.50 1.17 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on 
many academically-oriented policy areas that pertain to 
information and communication technology. 0.50 0.94 
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Table 10. Continued 
Interquartile Standard 
Issue range deviation 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to "virtual" opportunities) available, {such as} 
should the number of courses outside of the traditional school 
day be limited or should a student be allowed to leave the 
school building and take some courses from home. For 
example, a student takes 3 courses at the school location and 3 
courses at home. {Is seat time a non-issue?} 0.50 1.15 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to issues surrounding wireless technologies. 0.50 1.22 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy 
requiring Web sites to be compliant with disability standards. 0.38 1.16 
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Summary 
This chapter presented the findings of the study and provided data to answer each of the 
study's research questions. The identification of emerging information technology issues of 
the 21st century affecting American public school board policies using a Delphi technique 
gathered data from research and current literature as well as from the experiences and 
expertise of the judgment panel. Data were divided by the round three mean rating as the 
primary indicator of the level of importance for an issue to be reviewed by K-12 public 
school boards for policy consideration. 
The 25 round one issues gleaned from the research and current literature provided an 
initial set for panelists to rate and to provide comments. Eighteen of these 25 were rated as 
high candidates for board of education policy or policy discussion. Three of the issues were 
rated as less important. Four of the issues were in the neutral range. Interquartile range and 
standard deviation, which are indicators of spread or breadth of a population, added 
additional understanding with respect to the degree of consensus in the rating of an issue. 
Judgment panel members added 31 issues to the list. Seven were rated as important 
issues for policy discussion, three were rated as lower priority, and 15 were in the middle or 
neutral range. A review of the comments (Appendix L) provided insight into ratings and 
some of the ancillary issues that affect the policy development process. 
The data collection design provided the geographically and occupationally diverse 
judgment panel members with three pieces of feedback. The mean and standard deviation of 
the previous round's ratings were viewable during rounds two and three. The panelists were 
able to view the comments and statements of advocacy from the other panel members. The 
author of a comment was never identified to other panelists. An indicator that comments had 
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influence during the second and third rounds was that 37 issues had smaller standard 
deviations in the last round than in the second round. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This research study, conducted during the summer and fall of 2003, focused on 
identifying technology issues, from both current and emerging information technologies, that 
had potential impact and were of a particular policy interest for U.S. K-12 public schools and 
school boards. U.S. schools continue to invest heavily in information and communication 
technologies. In parallel, there is an increase in the availability of communications 
technologies in the home. These trends and the issues associated with these technologies can 
catch schools off guard causing them to react to situations instead of laying groundwork of 
locally influenced policies which give administrators guidance for handling the issues as they 
arise. Policies and policy issues regarding the implementation or use of these technologies 
included considerations for minimizing social and litigious effects while maximizing the 
learning and business potential these technologies provide for schools. 
Summary 
The review of research and current literature identified current and emerging 
technology issues with possible implications for board policy. A Delphi technique was 
chosen as the method to engage a judgment panel from across the country in a Web-based 
review of emerging issues associated with this continued rise in access and use of 
information technologies. The Web-based Delphi provided a process by which the 
geographically and occupationally diverse panel members could examine, interact, and 
recommend for consideration, issues in the technology arena against the benchmark of 
needing a policy discussion or review by U.S. K-12 pubic school boards. 
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The Delphi technique was the process of choice for this study in its acceptance as a 
forecasting tool and a tool for reaching consensus (Ritchie & Earnest, 1999; Flippo, 1998; 
Herring, 1997; Jones, 1996; Moore, 1988; Livingstone & Turoff, 1975; Weaver, 1971; 
Helmer, 1966). The Delphi method lends itself to the use of modern communication 
strategies (Ritchie & Earnest, 1999; Flippo, 1998; Herring, 1997). Modifications made for 
this study include making the data accessible from the World Wide Web and providing three 
points of feedback for the participating judgment panel. The feedback points included the 
mean and the standard deviation for an issue from the previous round. Additionally, each 
round allowed a panel member to make statements of advocacy to justify his/her rating or to 
educate and influence other panel members. 
The judgment panel included lawyers specializing or working with school issues and 
policy, a school board member, several K-12 technology directors, a former superintendent, 
a principal of an online school, a futurist, and professors teaching instructional technology to 
future educators. The intention was to assure that changes in estimates reflected rational 
judgment, not the influence of certain opinion leaders (Ritchie & Earnest, 1999; Herring, 
1997; Weaver, 1971, p. 267). The anonymity maintained throughout this study reduced 
chances of one panelist's views dominating the exchange of ideas. 
Good policies provide the direction needed for administrative control and oversight. 
District officials provide input into these policy areas, advising the board of education on 
policy issues (Clemmer, 1991). If board policies are not specific, they are not useful to 
administrators, teachers, or parents. Policies provide guidance of acceptable as well as 
unacceptable processes, actions, and behaviors (Erase, English, & Poston, 1995). The board 
can and should state its policy-level concerns in policies, then leave the administrative detail 
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to the superintendent (Dawson & Quinn, 2000; Goodman et al., 1997; Carver, 1990). This 
was affirmed by thee comments of several panel members. 
A Web-based environment was designed and implemented as the interface for the 
judgment panel and for the administration of the data. The judgment panel members received 
unique identification codes and passwords. In each round, panel members were presented a 
list of issues which were stated in a positive statement, beginning with the phrase, "Boards of 
education should consider a policy.such as, "Boards of education should consider a 
policy relating to the privacy of student electronic files stored on district servers/equipment." 
Each panel member chose one of five Likert-type levels of agreement that the issue needed 
addressing in board policy. The five rating levels were "strongly disagree," "disagree," 
"neither agree nor disagree," "agree," and "strongly agree." A "no opinion" option was also 
available. Panel members had the option to type comments for each issue relating to the 
rating given or of providing additional information for other panel members. These 
anonymous comments were viewable to other panel members in the succeeding round. 
This Delphi design included three rounds. Round one included 25 technology issues, 
gleaned from the research and current literature, for the panel to consider. This round also 
allowed members to add additional issues that they believed were not contained in the 25 
initial issues. The suggestions were added, with similar suggestions combined and listed only 
once. Thirty-one suggestions were added to the list of issues. Feedback statistics were 
included in rounds two and three. The mean and standard deviation of an issue from the 
previous round was displayed along with the rating the panel member had used. Comments 
from the previous round were also accessible. The panel member then rated the issue again. 
The initial 25 issues were rated three times. The 31 suggestions were rated twice. 
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The mean rating from the third round was the primary indicator of the importance for 
K-12 public school boards to address the issue through a policy discussion. Twenty-five 
issues received mean ratings greater than 3.5, which translated to the Likert-type scale ratings 
of "agree (4)" or "strongly agree (5)." 
Issues not rated highly included management and curriculum issues. Three issues were 
from the initial 25 and three were from additions by panel members. These issues' ratings 
corresponded with the rating "disagree (2)" or "strongly disagree (1)" with mean values less 
than 2.5. The lower rated areas included issues regarding staff cellular phones, pagers, and 
personal technology such as PDAs and laptops. Panelists commented that administrators 
without a board policy could manage these personal staff tools. Expectations for staff 
response to e-mail and voice mail messages also rated low as a policy issue, but important as 
a management issue. Board approval of parent permission slips for e-mail and allowing 
students to submit assignments electronically were characterized as micro-management. 
The remaining 21 issues had mean ratings in the neutral range of 2.5 through 3.5, 
"neither agree nor disagree." Several of these issues included aspects of security, 
management, safety, and connectivity for staff and students. Local influences could raise the 
level of importance for some boards of education and not for others. 
Conclusions 
What issues arose from the research and contemporary literature that may require boards of 
education to discuss and deliberate relevant board policies? 
The study identified 25 issues from the research and contemporary literature for round 
one of the Delphi. Appendix A lists these issues. The issues include provisions for the district 
to consider policies which clearly communicate to staff and students that the district retains 
the right to review files, e-mail, and Internet use if there is an incident. 
Issues related to e-learning and online courses from a variety of sources needed policy 
review. The characteristics of the online course provider, whether a private company, a 
university, or another district and whether the provider is in-state, out-of-state or in a 
different country, could dictate whether a course's credits counted toward graduation. 
Other issues combed from the research include the areas of acceptable uses for the tools 
and resources provided by the public school. Acceptable use policy issues for both staff and 
students were widely discussed in the literature. Parallel to this are safety and privacy issues 
related to Internet filters, commercialism in schools and Web resources, electronic vandalism 
and hacking, and compliance with the Federal Educational Rights and Privacy Act and 
copyright laws. 
The other issues suggested for the panel's consideration included copyright compliance, 
timely responses by staff to electronic communications, processes to comply with open 
meeting laws, hold harmless provisions to protect the district if files are lost, and protections 
for the intellectual property rights of students and staff. The use of mobile cellular telephones 
by students and staff during the school day might also be a policy level concern. 
What issues arose from the Delphi that might require boards of education to discuss and 
deliberate relevant board policies? 
The judgment panel identified additional issues in round one using the suggestions 
option. Similar suggestions were consolidated into one issue statement. The 31 new issues 
included some similar issues to the original 25. Areas mentioned for policy consideration in 
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the suggestions phase included safety issues, such as commercialism, supervision, and 
community use of district resources, such as during evening classes. Under the area of 
acceptable use policy, the recommendations included the areas of plagiarism, compliance 
with copyright laws, personal use of resources by staff, clear compliance to the educational 
purpose of public schools and their resources. Another suggestion was to consider the 
possibility of age-differentiated practices or policies. 
New technologies created possible new issues such as students or staff bringing 
personal computers and personal data assistants (PDAs) to school and wanting to connect 
these tools to district resources. Policies might address whether to allow or not allow 
personal devices to attach to district networks or equipment. These mobile technologies 
could have created security issues such as inadvertently introducing viruses into the school 
computer network. A district may wish to consider a policy or practice that differentiates 
between devices owned by staff, guests and visitors, and students. 
There were interesting suggestions to examine policies which could be enabling and 
encouraging in nature. These included suggestions for a policy to require the integration of 
technology into curriculum areas, the alignment expectations and actually using the same 
tools during assessment activities and in daily practice, such as encouraging students to 
submit work electronically. 
Other recommended items for review by the judgment panel were an eclectic group of 
issues. These included issues regarding donating district computers to students for home use, 
practices controlling the acceptance of donations of technology by families and businesses, 
guaranteed funding for technology, and a clear process to register complaints if issues arose 
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from the use of a district resource. Another new item revolved around a policy to place a 
limit on the number of virtual learning credits a student could apply toward graduation. 
Two recommendations for policy consideration concerned hiring practices. Such a 
policy might encourage or require the hiring of technology literate teachers and teachers who 
have studied effective ways of integrating technology into teaching and learning. 
Based on the Delphi, which policies or category of policies might a district wish to revisit in 
order to account for new technologies and the related issues? 
The results of this Delphi study indicate there are many current and emerging 
technology issues in which boards of education should be engaged in a dialogue and policy 
review. The judgment panel was a diverse group of professionals whose approach to 
American public K-12 school policy issues were varied, as observed by the rating process 
and gathered from the comments of advocacy. Fifty of 56 issues had a mean of 2.5 or greater 
in round three. More divergence in the panelists' opinions was evident as indicated in the 
interquartile range, standard deviation, and the comments as one moved to lower mean 
ratings in Appendix K. Administrators, educators, and board members will likely mirror this 
breadth of opinion when discussing the school's position on a given issue. Some issues, as 
noted by the panel members, intertwine with existing policies and may not need to be a 
separate policy statement. 
Many of the issues for consideration surround the concepts for protecting the district's 
ability to make decisions regarding resources used by staff and students. These include the 
right to inspect files and e-mail, open-meeting records, FERPA, copyright compliance, 
intellectual rights, expectations of privacy, hold harmless statements, and the more omnibus 
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"acceptable use policy." The acceptable use issues are as much a communication tool as a 
policy statement. It is very important, as noted by the panel, to have policies and a plan for 
clearly communicating to students and parents, and as well as employees, what activities 
were considered acceptable and not acceptable when using district resources. These issues 
included the private uses of the tools and e-mail systems by staff and students, use of 
personal devices, such as laptops, and the more general expectation of the public trust 
endowed on public schools by the community. 
Safety also rose to the top as an issue. The creep of commercialism into schools, 
especially through the Internet, was an issue. The research noted that some Internet sites try 
to gather information about the users, which included students. Trying to reduce or control 
the inflow of commercialism might be one goal. Another might be to review the K-12 
curriculum to specifically add units of study which teach students about these risks and 
methods for protecting their identity. 
Other safety issues and concerns included a tenuous trust of the Internet and a distrust 
of Internet. Safeguards and policy review of processes to insure the security of student 
identities were important to the judgment panel. A parent might be thrilled to see his/her son 
or daughter pictured and identified in the local paper, but is horrified or at least more nervous 
at the same recognition on a district Web site. 
Virtual or online learning environments were emerging technologies for American 
public schools. One facet surrounding online courses was what coursework might be 
accepted by the district to count toward graduation. The nation was fast becoming a more 
connected environment. A transportation system analogy might be relevant. With increase in 
the mobility of the population as trains, automobiles, and airplanes became more abundant 
and accessible, state and national governments needed to review statutes to handle the 
increased ebb and flow of products and residents. With the increase in Internet capacity and 
the increased ease of being "connected," students would have many more avenues for 
accessing courses. Some of the policy issues may have been set at the state level. Districts 
needed to review the range of local and governmental requirements to see how they might 
enable these new learning environments for their students. 
The other issue related to the work teachers might be asked to invest in creating an 
online environment. As schools worked to provide online learning opportunities for their 
own students, these resources easily are available for other students in other districts or to 
individual students. If a teacher developed the online course, could they market the course? 
Who owns the resources and intellectual property? What happens if the teacher leaves the 
district? Since the content is easy to move, what issues arise if the teacher transferred the 
"course" to an off-site web server? 
From the data, are there ancillary issues that affect the policy development process? 
The comments reveal a common confusion in K-12 public schools over the role of 
administration, administrative rules and regulations, and board policy. Several comments 
indicated a practice to empower, through policy, the superintendent to manage a given issue 
and hold him or her accountable for its implementation. Other comments revealed a debate as 
whether allowing individual buildings and their administrator(s) to develop school building 
practices was in the best interests of the district. Boards tend to put off doing something 
acceptable and wait forever to do it perfectly, according to Carver (1990, p. 172). A board 
cannot wait until later to create a policy. Superintendents and principals are forced to take 
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action when there is a void in board policy. This can become the existing implicit policy that 
covertly goes into effect without specific board dialogue and direction. 
The changing legal landscape also presents additional requirements and options for 
schools. These laws include, but are not limited to, the Family Educational Rights and 
Privacy Act (FERPA) and Children's Internet Protection Act (CIPA). The former requires 
districts to identify "directory" information data and inform parents regarding what data may 
be released or published by a district. Parents must be given the option to refuse to disclose 
the information (U.S. Department of Education, 2004; Darden, 2001). While FERPA is not a 
new legislative initiative, the advent of new means of distributing and displaying information 
via the Internet make it important for boards of education to review current policies (Darden, 
2001 ; Willard, 2000). In 2000, a National School Boards Foundation survey of parents and 
children found that many viewed the Internet as a positive force in children's lives. This view 
was tempered by a balanced view of the threats and benefits presented by the Internet. In 
2003, nine of ten school leaders indicated concern and vigilance about online safety. Policy 
considerations and language are a reflection of local concerns and philosophies as well as 
legal requirement. Many parents, notes Willard, have quite different views of information 
printed in the local newspaper compared to the same information posted on a Web site 
(Willard, 2000). The judgment panel was in strong agreement that this is an important policy 
issue in today's information age. 
The general welfare of the computer networks and their resources was also a concern, 
especially for those entrusted with the responsibility to maintain them at high levels of 
performance. The issues surrounded what were acceptable activities when using district-
owned equipment and the emerging issues surrounding privately owned computer devices 
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that could attach to the school network. This was especially true of wireless networks that 
were fast becoming standard in school buildings. 
Limitations 
The limitations relative to this study follow. The reader must consider these limitations 
when attempting to apply these findings. 
1. The study addressed only a finite number of issues surrounding current and 
emerging technologies as identified by the literature review and the Delphi. 
2. The review of literature and current research did not reveal a consistent set of 
guidelines which should be followed for identifying a policy issue versus an 
administrative rule or practice. 
3. Individual school districts will address the identified issues as new issues or 
modifications in current policies while others may wish to only address the issues 
through administrative rules and regulations. 
4. Some of the identified issues may be moot for a board of education because a 
governmental agency or state law dictated the practice or policy. A board of 
education may need to direct the superintendent to develop appropriate 
administrative practices. Compliance with open meeting or sunshine laws would be 
an example. 
5. The judgment panel included 14 members. A large group would have made the 
comment portion of the Web-based feedback too long and unwieldy. 
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6. The modified Delphi was conducted during the spring and summer of 2003. Several 
issues have subsequently arisen, such as video cellular telephones and their effect 
on privacy. 
7. The Delphi process took nearly six months. It would be recommended that the 
process, with a similar subject matter, not be attempted during the summer. 
Vacations, conferences, and travel all lengthened the process. 
Discussion 
The Delphi technique served this study well as a tool for prediction and consensus 
building. With the geographically diverse and occupationally diverse panel, it would have 
been extremely difficult and potentially expensive to bring the group face-to-face. 
Additionally, the diversity of occupations would lend one to believe that some panel 
members would be reticent to express views contrary to the three lawyers' opinions, for 
example, on many issues. The anonymity allowed for the full and equal participation by each 
member of the panel. The Web interface was convenient for the panel members and for the 
management of access and the data. 
The issues identified for consideration by boards of education included issues 
regarding the expectation of privacy of files and electronic mail, safety precautions when 
using these Internet-connected technologies, acceptable uses, e-learning, and personal 
devices. Boards of education need to provide clear statements to staff and students regarding 
any expectation of privacy with respect to electronic files, Internet use, and electronic mail. 
From these statements, administrators can act, if needed, to review evidence if incidents 
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occur. The research recommended that staff and students should have no expectation of 
privacy in order to allow a district complete authority to investigate incidents as needed. 
There was a sense in the ratings and in the comments that policies involving staff might 
be less important than policies regarding student use. This appeared to be a common 
approach in schools. Teachers and other employees, in general, are endowed with a large 
amount of trust. While in business, productivity and profits couched practices restricting and 
monitoring employee activity, these same attitudes rarely were applied to education. It could 
be that schools invested so much trust toward teachers to develop lessons, strategies, and 
assessments for students that any restrictions would bend the bond of independence. It could 
also be the high degree of autonomy vested in teachers made it difficult for administrators to 
consider any constraints. 
A cynical view might be "at least they are using the computers!" even if the use is 
shopping on e-Bay or booking their family vacation plans. From the research, though, it 
would be prudent to spell out what are the acceptable uses. A communication plan for 
reviewing the policies annually would be an excellent practice. All staff need to be included 
within the policy. It is not just for teachers. It also helps by giving the district something to 
work from in legal matters. Without a written, well-communicated policy, it would be very 
difficult to define an incident or activity as being inappropriate. Panel members warned 
against the use of ambiguous terms such as ethical in acceptable use language. 
Many of the resources in the references of this investigation gave suggestions for 
structuring and managing acceptable use policies and documents. Key elements in any 
acceptable use policy and its associated documents include clear messages to staff, students, 
and parents that the expectations for use of the information and communications tools 
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available in the school is to further the educational purpose of the school or district. As 
mentioned in the comments, a communication plan is a key component to effective board 
policies. 
Some uses of district resources fall into an area of "public trust." Use of equipment and 
resources for personal use usually are deemed unlawful or unconstitutional by statute as the 
resources within the school's domain are publicly funded expressly for furthering the 
educational purpose and mission of the school. Policies communicating this public trust 
endowed by the community might remind staff and students of the legal restrictions of 
personal use of public resources. Board policy should clearly articulate acceptable and 
unacceptable uses of district computers and networks to staff, students, parents, and 
community. It is probably no different from restrictions that businesses may have on using 
their equipment, but for schools, staff may need reminding that the true owner of all these 
resources is the public. This was an area often overlooked by the introduction of new 
technologies. 
Safety and privacy issues arose with respect to protecting students with appropriate and 
mandated Internet filtering, distribution or availability Family Educational Rights and 
Privacy Act (FERPA) directory data, and electronic vandalism or hacking. With the dawn of 
new means of electronic publishing and distribution, it had become commonplace for schools 
to have electronic mail and Web sites. The posting or transmission of information about 
students needed to comply with the FERPA regulations. Many parents and students viewed 
the Internet as a positive force in children's lives. This view was tempered by a balanced 
view of the threats and benefits presented by the Internet. In 2003, nine of ten school leaders 
indicated concern and vigilance about online safety (National Association of School Boards, 
I l l  
2003). With this air of caution, district policy needed to decide what information could be 
posted on school Web sites. Parents viewed Internet publishing differently than publishing 
pictures and names in the local newspaper. This was an example where community norms 
would influence policy. 
Internet filters are recent tools used by schools and businesses to help curb access to 
inappropriate Internet sites, whether intentionally visited by someone or accidentally visited. 
The Children's Internet Protection Act (CIPA) coerced many districts and public libraries to 
employ Internet filters in order to participate in the federal e-rate program or to continue to 
have access to other federal monies. CIPA was challenged in the courts by the American 
Library Association (ALA). They contended that requiring filters is a form of censorship and 
violated the first amendment. It appears the challenge may be successful, but only applies to 
libraries and not schools. Regardless of the court decision, several articles in current 
literature have noted Internet filtering is only mildly effective. It is important, as noted by 
one panelist in a suggested policy and comments, that schools develop practices in which all 
student use of the Internet be directly supervised. Students should never be given unbridled 
access. Students should also be frequently reminded that the resources provided by the 
district must be germane to the educational purpose of schools. The same level of purpose 
should apply to staff. 
As electronic devices became smaller, less expensive, and more "connected," the panel 
members agreed that policies were needed to manage the appropriate use of these devices in 
schools. While panelists differed on establishing policies for staff use of personal devices in 
schools, it was clear that acceptable and appropriate use of such devices by students needed 
to be communicated to parents and students and uniformly enforced by staff. These devices 
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included the very popular cellular telephone and pagers. With the increase in network-
enabled and network-aware technologies, panelists suggested a policy on when and if these 
devices might be used within schools. These policies did not reach the highest level of 
agreement by the panel. They are emerging as issues to review. 
Privacy, security, and a non-disruptive environment are all attributes in the cellular 
telephone issues. With cellular telephones gaining Internet qualities and capabilities along 
with video capabilities, districts will need to keep on top of this mobile technology. Some 
states are enacting statues to ban the video-capable technologies from some areas, such as 
locker rooms and restrooms. Some districts may be proactive and not wait for legislation. 
Recent alarms regarding these camera-telephones also mention the possibility for cheating by 
photographing exam questions. Modern cellular telephones were also capable of sending text 
messages. Current literature is just beginning to show incidents of students "messaging" 
answers to each other. 
Many schools were already regulating the use of cellular phones and pagers by students 
during the day. If one looks at the international trends in cellular phones, it could be 
projected that many more children, including those in elementary school, will be carrying 
cellular phones. 
There was no mention of the appropriate use of cellular phones by staff during class 
time in the literature. This seemed odd when one recognizes that a reason for restricting 
student use is to reduce classroom disruptions. 
E-learning or virtual courses and schools are relatively new environments within the 
tapestry of K-12 public schools. "The Internet is perhaps the most transformative technology 
in history, reshaping business, media, entertainment, and society in astonishing ways. But for 
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all its power, it is just now being tapped to transform education," reports the Web-based 
Education Commission (2000, p.l). The Web-based Education Commission (ibid.) stated that 
the regulations that govern much of education today are focused on supporting the welfare of 
educational institutions and not focused on the welfare of the individual learners. These 
regulations no longer match today's realities, asserted the Commission. The panel 
collectively agreed by identifying issues of the virtual courses and credits becoming 
increasingly available to students to take any time and from any place as important for board 
policy discussions. This could be the biggest and most dramatic change and challenge for 
American public junior and senior high schools. 
Perhaps the biggest impediment to more online courses being taken is the adage, 
"follow the money." With many state funding formulae tied to student attendance, helping 
students acquire access to online resources will be difficult. It makes little sense to this 
researcher that students would need to be physically present at a school in order to take an 
online course from an outside resource, yet in many districts, this would be required in order 
for the school to receive funding tied to that student. 
A sentimental attachment to the "community" school may also be acting as an 
impediment to a quicker deployment. This was not a negative statement; it is a reality. As the 
Web-based commission noted, there are many statutory obstacles, too. It is, though, a 
revolutionary technology which was in its infancy at the time of this study. 
Recommendations 
Based on the findings and conclusions of the study, the following are recommendations 
for practice in school districts: 
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1. Emerging information and communication technologies open the doors of a place 
called school in many new ways. It is important that school leaders review the 
governing and guiding documents for their district, board policies, to insure there is 
alignment between the policies of the pen and paper generation and the digital 
generation. 
2. The move toward increased connectivity and communications make it important 
that policies and practices communicate to the appropriate constituents any 
expectations of use, privacy, and behavior. Lacking such direction from policy, 
administrators are left to react and act independently on a case-by-case and 
building-by-building method. This leaves a district susceptible to litigation, if 
insufficient guidance and communication are provided. 
3. Education leaders can use the list of issues in Appendices J or K as an aid in 
identifying policy areas that may be missing or incompletely addressed in the 
district's current board policies. 
4. Policies should support and promote the educational mission of the district. 
Acceptable uses should be enablers that highlight the advantages these technologies 
have in improving teaching and learning. 
5. Boards of education should consider methods for receiving public input and 
discussion regarding some of these technology related issues. 
6. A communications plan and a staff development component should be part of 
policy implementation. Putting it in writing without periodic review may be legally 
defensible, but not necessarily prudent. Articulated acceptable uses need not all be a 
list of "thou shalt not's." Write policies in enabling and positive terms. 
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7. While districts do place a high level of trust in employees, it is very important for 
policies to address staff use as well as student use. 
8. Districts should take an early look at the issues surrounding e-learning. One only 
has to look at how online courses have swept through colleges and universities to 
glimpse the opportunities for the future. The report by the Web-based Commission 
is an excellent, inspiring resource. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Recommendations for researchers wishing to investigate this subject further include the 
following: 
1. The Delphi is an appropriate tool for seeking consensus from a diverse group. The 
Web interface and feedback seemed appropriate mechanisms for the individual to 
sense where he/she stood with respect to the group. Some changes in the coding 
would enhance its utility. All the comments for an issue should be viewable from 
the previous rounds with the round number added to the listing. A chronological 
listing should be maintained in the display. The process should be applicable to 
other studies. 
2. Based on the identified list of important issues, one might review the policies of a 
number of school districts to determine the readiness of current policy to handle 
emerging technology issues. 
3. Based on the identified list of issues relating to staff and employees, one might 
consider comparing school district policies with those in private business. While the 
two are governed by different laws and purposes, enough similarities may exist to 
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make it a worthy research activity. Schools, the researcher believes, are often too 
naive in expecting that staff will always act ethically and within the law. 
4. Replicate this research study in five years to see what additional emerging 
information and communications technologies need board policy consideration. 
Information and communication technologies are ever changing. The political 
climate also changes over time. Fears and concerns regarding the Internet by 
parents and the community will undoubtedly evolve. Replicating the study may also 
identify a new generation of emerging technologies with board policy 
considerations. 
5. Several policy issues exist in the domain of credits for graduation, source of 
resources, and traditional graduation requirements that will be challenged by virtual 
schools and online courses. The future will be a hybrid of the traditional school as a 
place of learning and an attendance center and the leveraging of any time, 
anywhere, any place and any pace learning. An investigation into the issues that 
impede the widespread national acceptance of online credit courses would be a 
valuable study. 
6. With the ever-increasing connectivity of homes to the Internet, the prospect of near 
real-time access to student performance measures is coming. What policy issue may 
arise when parents and guardians have access to daily assignments, assessments, 
and progress? Would this access have a statistically significant impact on student 
performance? 
7. A study that chooses to use similar questions, or a subset, might modify the Delphi 
process to use an online real time or synchronous technology. With the increasing 
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availability of good video and online conferencing tools, this is a real possibility. If 
video conferencing is not used, a method that maintains anonymity could be 
designed. 
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APPENDIX A. ROUND ONE LIST OF EMERGING ISSUES 
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The following is the list of issues as posted in the round one database for the panel members. 
1. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of staff electronic 
files stored on district servers/equipment. 
2. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of student 
electronic files stored on district servers/equipment. 
3. Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to the use of Internet filtering 
applications even if the district does not participate in e-rate funding. 
4. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding what is student directory 
information in accordance with FERPA (Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act) 
and what directory information can or will be posted on Internet pages and used in print 
publications. This includes the use of names or parts of names, and the use of names 
with photographs or written works on Web pages. 
5. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a commitment by staff to use 
district equipment and services, including e-mail accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
6. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a commitment by students to 
use district equipment and services, including e-mail accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
7. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the personal use of public 
(district) equipment or services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). This is commonly known as 
"public trust." 
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8. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a district retaining the right to 
inspect and review district provided staff electronic mail by the district if given cause to 
review. 
9. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a district retaining the right to 
inspect and review district provided student electronic mail if given just cause to 
review. 
10. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the wording of parent 
permission slips related to student e-mail accounts. 
11. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to how quickly staff should be 
expected to reply to e-mail and voice-mail messages. 
12. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to electronic vandalism which 
may include hacking or attempts to hack district servers/services, the purposeful 
introduction of a virus, unauthorized use of a student or staff network account, and 
physical damage to computers or other electronic equipment. 
13. Boards of education should consider a policy which holds the district harmless for the 
loss of electronically stored data from staff and students. 
14. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the length of time backup 
tapes/disks are kept on which e-mail and electronic files are archived as it relates to the 
state's sunshine/open-meetings law(s). 
15. Boards of education should consider a policy which controls or sets parameters for the 
use of cellular phones and pagers by students. 
16. Boards of education should consider a policy which controls or sets parameters for the 
use of personal cellular phones and pagers by staff. 
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17. Boards of education should consider a policy with regards to intellectual property rights 
of lessons, documents, tests, etc. created by a staff member for a district course, 
whether the course is face-to-face or a virtual/online course. 
18. Boards of education should consider a policy with regards to intellectual property rights 
of works created by students for a district course. 
19. Boards of education should consider a policy or review an existing policy with respect 
to compliance the federal copyright laws, fair use compliance, and the liability 
associated with violations by a staff member. 
20. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an 
accredited K-12 school within the state. 
21. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an 
accredited K-12 school from another state. 
22. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an 
accredited K-12 school from another country. 
23. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from a non-
accredited school or for-profit company. 
24. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from a 
community college, college, or university. 
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Boards of education should consider a policy on the use of free commercially 
sponsored Web hosting sites by staff for school-related clubs or activities. 
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APPENDIX B. DELPHI WEB SITE CODE 
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Default Web page (index.html) 
This page is the folder default Web page that redirects panel members to login.php 
<HTML> 
<HEAD> 
<META http-equiv-'refresh" content-'0;URL=/login.php"> 
</HEAD> 
<BODY bgcolor="#FFFFFF"> 
<SCRIPT language-'JavaScript"> document.location = "login.php"; </SCRIPT> 
<NOSCRIPT><P>If you aren't automatically redirected, please <A 
href="login.php">click here</A>.</NOSCRIPT> 
</BODY> 
</HTML> 
Main page for participants (login.php) 
<?php 
// Connect to MySQL 
$mysql = mysql_connect( 'localhost', 'root' ); 
$research_db = mysql select db( 'gkdresearch', $mysql ); 
// Authenticate 
$user_valid = false; 
Sauth query = mysql_query( "SELECT p closed FROM panel WHERE 
p_user='$PHP_AUTH_USER' AND p_pw='$PHP_AUTH_PW"' ); 
if ( $PHP_AUTH_USER && (authorized = mysql_numrows( Sauth query ) > 0 ) 
$user_valid = true; 
if ( !$user_valid || !$PHP_AUTH_USER ): 
header( 'WWW-Authenticate: Basic realm="Research'" ); 
header( 'HTTP/1.0 401 Unauthorized' ); 
exit; 
endif; 
Sis closed = mysql fetch array(Sauth query); 
header ("Expires: Mon, 26 Apr 1993 04:00:00 GMT"); 
header ("Last-Modified: ". gmdate("D, d M Y H:i:s"). " GMT" ); 
header ("Cache-Control: no-cache, must-revalidate"); 
header ("Pragma: no-cache"); 
// Global Variables 
require "round.inc"; 
?> 
<!DOCTYPE html PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD XHTML 1.0 Transitional//EN" 
"http://www.w3.org/TR/xhtmll/DTD/shtmll-transitional.dtd"> 
<html xml:lang="en" lang="en"> 
<head> 
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<title>Delphi Round <?php echo $round; ?> Tasks</title> 
<link rel="stylesheet" type="text/css" href="/style.css" /> 
</head> 
<body> 
<div style="text-align:center"> 
<h2>Delphi Round <?php echo $round; ?> Tasks</h2> 
<p>Emerging technology issues affecting Board of Education Policy 
<br /><i> Researcher name</i></p> 
<a href="purpose.html">Research study purpose</a> 
<hr width-'100%"> 
</div> 
<?php if ( $is_closed['p_closed'] == '0' ): ?> 
<h3>Task One: <a href="issues.php">Rate the issues</a></h3> 
<p>Click the above link. You are asked to rate each item on its own merits with 
respect to needing Board of Education Policy consideration. The study begins with a 
starter set of issues as prepared by the researcher.</p> 
<p>With each item, each panel member will have an optional comment text box into 
which the participant can advocate their position on the item. These comments will be 
viewable by the entire panel in the next round. All comments will be anonymously 
posted after round one.</p> 
<p>Clicking on any of the <b>SAVE</b> buttons will post all your responses to the 
database. These responses can be reviewed and revised until the panel member 
checks the <b>FINISHED</b> box at the top or bottom of the page, finalizing the 
comments and ratings. When all panel members have finalized their ratings and 
comments, you will receive an e-mail notice at the commencement of the next round. 
This Delphi will use three rounds..</p> 
<dl> 
<dt><b>Likert Scale :</b></dt> 
<dd>l. Strongly disagree that the item is an issue for board policy consideration^dd> 
<dd>2. Disagree that the item is an issue for board policy consideration</dd> 
<dd>3. Neither agree nor disagree that the item is an issue for board policy 
consideration</dd> 
<dd>4. Agree that the item is an issue for board policy consideration^dd> 
<dd>5. Strongly agree that the item is an issue for board policy consideration</dd> 
</dl> 
<?php else: ?> 
<h3> Task One: Rate the issues</h3> 
<?php switch ( $round ): 
case 1:?> 
<p>Round 1 closed. You can still make suggestions below. You will be 
notified via e-mail when round two opens.</p> 
<?php break; 
case 2: ?> 
<p>Round 2 closed. You will be notified by e-mail when round three 
opens.</p> 
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<?php break; 
case 3 : ?> 
<p>Round 3 closed. Thank you for your assistance.</p> 
<?php break; 
endswitch; 
endif; ?> 
<?php if ( $round == 1 ): ?> 
<hr width=" 100%"> 
<h3>Important Task Two: <a href="suggest.php">Suggested Additions</a></h3> 
<p>If a panel member feels there are other issues that need to be addressed by a 
Board of Education relating to existing or emerging technology issues they may 
suggest them at the above link. The suggestions from the panel members will be 
incorporated into the policy issues list for rounds two and three. Only in round one 
will suggestions be accepted in order to get two rounds of ratings.</p> 
<?php endif; ?> 
<p></p> 
In rounds two and three, you will see your rating for an issue and the panel's mean 
score, standard deviation (a measure of spread or distribution), and any statements of 
advocacy from the previous round. 
<p></p>Thank you for your participation and support. Gordon 
</body> 
</html> 
Administration (admin.php) 
<?php 
// Connect to MySQL 
$mysql = mysql_connect( 'localhost', 'root' ); 
Sresearch db = mysql_select_db( 'gkdresearch', $mysql ); 
// Authenticate 
Suser valid = false; 
if ( $PHP_AUTH_USER == 'administrator ID goes here' && $PHP_AUTH_PW = 
'password goes here' ) 
Suser valid = true; 
if ( !$user_valid || !$PHP_AUTH_USER ): 
header( ' WWW -Authenticate : Basic realm-'Research'" ); 
header( 'HTTP/1.0 401 Unauthorized' ); 
exit; 
endif; 
// Global Variables 
require "round.inc"; 
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// Update database if necessary 
if ( Saction ): 
if ( Saction == 'updateround' ): 
$full_path = $DOCUMENT_ROOT.'/round, inc'; 
Sfp = fopen( $full_path, "w"); 
fwrite( $fp , '<?php $round = '.$new_round.'; ?>' ); 
fclose ( Sfp ); 
elseif ( Saction = 'unclose' ): 
mysql_qiiery( "UPDATE panel SET p_closed=0" ); 
elseif ( Saction == 'unclose_p' ): 
mysql_query( "UPDATE panel SET p_closed=0 WHERE p_id=$p_id" ); 
elseif ( Saction — 'Update' ): 
if ( $i_id ): mysql_query( "UPDATE issues SET 
i_text- ".mysql_escape_string($i_text)."' WHERE i_id—Siid'" ); 
elseif 
( Spid ): mysql_query( "UPDATE panel SET 
p_user='$p_user',p_pw='$p_pw' WHERE pid-Spid" ); 
endif; 
elseif ( Saction — 'Add' ): 
if ( Sitext ): mysql_query( "INSERT INTO issues (i text) VALUES 
('".mysql_escape_string($i_text).'")" ); 
elseif ( Sp user ): mysql_query( "INSERT INTO panel 
(p_user,p_pw) VALUES ('$p_user','$p_pw')" ); 
endif; 
elseif ( Saction == 'delete r' ): 
if ( Sp id ): mysql_query( "DELETE FROM responses 
WHERE p_id=$p_id" ); 
endif; 
elseif ( Saction — 'delete' ): 
if ( Si id ): mysql_query( "DELETE FROM issues WHERE 
i_id=$i_id" ); 
elseif ( Sp id ): mysql_query( "DELETE FROM panel WHERE 
p_id=$p_id" ); 
elseif ( $r_id ): mysql_query( "DELETE FROM responses WHERE 
r_id=$r_id" ); 
endif; 
endif; 
header( "Location: $PHP_SELF" ); 
endif; 
?> 
<!DOCTYPE html PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD XHTML 1.0 Transitional//EN" 
"http://www.w3.org/TR/xhtmll/DTD/shtmll-transitional.dtd"> 
<html xml:lang="en" lang="en"> 
<head> 
<title>Delphi Research Project Admin</title> 
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<link rel=" stylesheet" type-'text/ess" href="/style.css" /> 
</head> 
<body> 
<?php if ( $module = 'suggestions' ): ?> 
<h2 style="text-align:center">Suggestions</h2> 
<p style-'text-align:center"xsmallxahref="admin.php">Back</aX/smallx/p> 
<dl> 
<?php $suggestions_query = mysql_query( "SELECT puser,suggestion FROM 
panel,suggestions WHERE panel.p_id=suggestions.p_id ORDER BY 
suggestions.p id,s id" ); 
while ( $row = mysql_fetch_array( $suggestions_query ) ) printf( "\t<dt>Author: 
%s</dt>\n\t<dd>%s</dd>\n", $row['p_user'], $row['suggestion'] ); ?> 
</dl> 
<?php elseif ( Smodule = 'new_p' ): ?> 
<h2 style="text-align:center">New Panel Member</h2> 
<form method-'POST" action="/admin.php"> 
<table border="0" cellspacing="0" cellpadding="3" align="center"> 
<tr><th align="right">Username</th><td align-'center"><input 
type="text" name="p user" size="15" maxlength=" 12"></td></tr> 
<tr><th align="right">Password</th><td align="center"><input 
type-'text" name="p_pw" size-'15" maxlength=" 12"></td></tr> 
<tr><td align="center" colspan="2"><input type="submit" 
name="action" value="Add"></td></tr> 
<tr><td align-'center" colspan="2"><a 
href="admin.php">Back</a></td></tr> 
</table> 
</form> 
<?php elseif ( Smodule — 'modify__p' && Sp id ): 
$row = mysql fetch arrayf mysql queryf "SELECT p user,p pw FROM 
panel WHERE p_id=$p_id" ) ); ?> 
<h2 style="text-align:center">Modify '<?php echo $row['p_user']; 
7>'</h2> 
<form method="POST" action-"/admin.php"> 
<input type="hidden" name="p_id" value="<?php echo Sp id; ?>"> 
<table border="0" cellspacing-'0" cellpadding="3" align="center"> 
<tr><th align="right">Username</th><td align=" center "xinput 
type="text" name="p_user" value="<?php echo $row['p_user']; ?>" 
size=" 15" maxlength=" 12"></td></tr> 
<tr><th align="right">Password</th><td align=" center "xinput 
type="text" name="p_pw" value="<?php echo Srow['p_pw']; ?>" size="15" 
maxlength-' 12"></td></tr> 
<tr><td align=" center" colspan=" 2 "xinput type=" submit" 
name="action" value="Update"x/td></tr> 
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<tr><td align-'center" colspan="2"><a 
href="admin.php">Back</a></td></tr> 
</table> 
</form> 
<table border="0" cellspacing="0" cellpadding="3" align-'center"> 
<tr><th>R</th><th>P</th><th>I</th></tr> 
<?php $responses_query = mysql_query( "SELECT r_id,p_id,i_id,round FROM 
responses WHERE p_id=$p_id" ); 
while( $row = mysql_fetch_array( (responses query ) ) 
print 
"<tr><td>" .$ro w['r_id']. "</td><td>" .$row['p_id'] ."</td><td>" .$row['i_id']. "</td></tr 
>\n"; 
?> 
</table> 
<?php elseif ( Smodule == 'new i' ): ?> 
<h2 style="text-align:center">New Issue</h2> 
<form method-'POST" action-'/admin.php"> 
<table border="0" cellspacing="0" cellpadding="3" align="center"> 
<tr><th align="left">Issue</th></tr> 
<tr><td align-'center"xtextareaname="i_text" cols="80" rows="5" 
wrap="sofit"></textarea></td></tr> 
<tr><td align="center"><input type="submit" name="action" 
value-'Add"></td></tr> 
<tr><td align="center"><a href="admin.php">Back</a></td></tr> 
</table> 
</form> 
<?php elseif ( Smodule — 'modifyi' && $i_id ): 
Srow = mysql fetch arrayf mysql queryf "SELECT i text FROM issues 
WHERE i_id=$i_id" ) ); ?> 
<h2 style="text-align:center">Modify Issue</h2> 
<form method="POST" action="/admin.php"> 
<input type="hidden" name="i_id" value="<?php echo $i_id; ?>"> 
<table border="0" cellspacing="0" cellpadding="3" align="center"> 
<tr><th align="left">Issue</th></tr> 
<tr><td align="center"xtextarea name="i_text" cols="80" rows="5" 
wrap="soft"><?php echo $row['i_text']; ?></textarea></td></tr> 
<tr><td align="center"><input type="submit" name="action" 
value="Update"x/td></tr> 
<tr><td align="center"><a href="admin.php">Back</a></td></tr> 
</table> 
</form> 
<?php else: ?> 
<h2 style-'text-align:center">Project Admin</h2> 
<table align="center" border="0" cellspacing="0" cellpadding="5"> 
<form method="POST" action="<?php echo SPHP SELF; ?>"> 
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<input type="hidden" name-'action" value-'update_round"> 
<tr> 
<td align="center" colspan="4"><input type="text" name="new_round" 
value="<?php echo (round; ?>" size="2" maxlength=" 1 ">&nbsp; <input 
type-'submit" value-'Change Round"></td> 
</tr> 
</form> 
<tr> 
<td align="center" colspan="4"><a 
href-'/admin.php?module=suggestions">View Suggestions</a></td> 
</tr> 
<tr> 
<td align="center" colspan="4"><a href-'/results.php">Get Results 
(CSV)</a></td> 
</tr> 
<tr><th align="lefit">User</th><td align="left">Password</td><td 
align="left">Finished</td><td align-'right"><a 
href-Vadmin.php?module=new_p">New</a> | <a 
href="/admin.php?action=unclose">Unclose All</a></td></tr> 
<?php (panelquery = mysql_query( "SELECT p_user,p_id,p_pw,p_closed FROM 
panel ORDER BY p_id" ); 
while ( (row = mysql_fetch_array( $panel_query ) ) printf ( "<tr><td 
align=\"left\">%s</td><td align=\"left\">%s</td><td align=\"left\">%s</td><td 
align=\"right\"><a 
href=\"admin.php?action=unclose_p&amp;p_id=%s\">Unclose</a> | <a 
href=\"admin.php?module=modify_p&amp;p_id=%s\">Modify</a> | <a 
href=\"admin.php?action=delete&amp;p_id=%s\">Delete</a> | <a 
href=\"admin.php?action=delete_r&amp;p_id=%s\">Delete 
Responses</a></td></tr>\n", $row['p_user'], $row['p_pw'], $row['p_closed']== 1 ? 
'Yes' : 'No', $row['p_id'], $row['p_id'], $row['p_id'], $row['p_id'] ); ?> 
<tr><th align="left" colspan="3 ">Issues</th><td align="right"><a 
href="/admin.php?module=new_i">New</a></td></tr> 
<?php $issues_query = mysql_query( "SELECT i_id,i_text FROM issues ORDER 
BY i_id" ); 
while ( (row = mysql_fetch_array( (issues query ) ) printf ( "<tr><td 
align=\"left\" colspan=\"4\">[ <a 
href=\"admin.php?module=modify_i&amp;i_id=%s\">Modify</a> | <a 
href=\"admin.php?action=delete&amp;i_id=%s\">Delete</a> ] %s</td></tr>\n" , 
Srow['i_id'] , $row['i_id'], stripslashes($row['i_text']) ); ?> 
<tr><th align="left" colspan—'4">Responses</th></tr> 
<?php $responses_query = mysql_query( "SELECT r_id,i_id,round,rating,comments 
FROM responses ORDER BY i_id,round" ); 
while ( (row - mysql_fetch_array( (responses query ) ) printf ( "<tr><td 
align=\"left\" colspan=\"4\">[ <a 
href=\"admin.php?action=delete&amp;r_id=%s\">Delete</a> | Issue: %s | Round: %s 
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| Rating: %s ] %s</td></tr>\n", $row['r_id'], $row['i_id'], $row['round'], 
$row['rating'], stripslashes($row['comments']) ); ?> 
</table> 
<?php endif; ?> 
</body> 
</html> 
Retrieve comments for a given issue (comments.php) 
<?php 
// Connect to MySQL 
$mysql = mysql_connect( 'localhost', 'root' ); 
(research db = mysql_select_db( 'gkdresearch', (mysql ); 
// Authenticate 
(user valid - false; 
if ( (PHP_AUTH_USER && ( (user data = mysql_fetch_array( mysql_query( 
"SELECT p_id FROM panel WHERE p_user='(PHP_AUTH_USER' AND 
p_pw='$PHP_AUTH_PW' ANDp_closed='0"' )))) 
(user valid = true; 
if ( !Suser_valid || !(PHP_AUTH_USER): 
header('WWW-Authenticate: Basicrealm-'Research'" ); 
header( 'HTTP/1.0 401 Unauthorized' ); 
exit; 
endif; 
header ("Expires: Mon, 26 Apr 1993 04:00:00 GMT"); 
header ("Last-Modified: ". gmdate("D, d M Y H:i:s"). " GMT" ); 
header ("Cache-Control: no-cache, must-revalidate"); 
header ("Pragma: no-cache"); 
?> 
<!DOCTYPE html PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD XHTML 1.0 Transitional//EN" 
"http://www.w3.org/TR/xhtmll/DTD/xhtmll-transitional.dtd"> 
<html xml:lang-"en" lang="en"> 
<head> 
<title>Delphi Round <?php echo (round; ?>: Comments on Issue <?php (i_id; 
?></title> 
<link rel="stylesheet" type="text/css" href="/style.css" /> 
</head> 
<body bgcolor="#ffffff'> 
<?php (the issue = mysql_fetch_array( mysql_query( "SELECT i text FROM issues 
WHERE i_id=(i_id" ) ); ?> 
<p><b>Issue :</b> <?php echo (the_issue['i_text'] ; ?></p> 
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<?php (commentsquery = mysql_query( "SELECT comments FROM responses 
WHERE comments o " AND round=$round AND i_id=(i_id" ); 
while ( (the comments = mysql_fetch_array( (comments query ) ) 
echo "<hr 
width=\"100%\"><p>".stripslashes((the_comments['comments'])."</p>\n"; 
?> 
</body> 
</html> 
Round definition file (round.inc) 
<?php (round = 1 ; ?> 
Display issues (issues.php) 
<?php 
// Connect to MySQL 
(mysql = mysql_connect( 'localhost', 'root' ); 
(research db = mysql select db( 'gkdresearch', (mysql ); 
// Authenticate 
(user valid = false; 
if ( (PHP AUTH USER && ( (user data = mysql_fetch_array( mysql_query( 
"SELECT p_id FROM panel WHERE p_user='(PHP_AUTH_USER' AND 
p_pw='(PHP_AUTH_PW' ANDp_closed='0"' )))) 
(user valid = true; 
if ( !(user_valid || !(PHP_AUTH_USER): 
header( ' WWW -Authenticate : Basic realm-'Research'" ); 
header( 'HTTP/1.0 401 Unauthorized' ); 
exit; 
endif; 
header ("Expires: Mon, 26 Apr 1993 04:00:00 GMT"); 
header ("Last-Modified: ". gmdate("D, d M Y H:i:s"). " GMT" ); 
header ("Cache-Control: no-cache, must-revalidate"); 
header ("Pragma: no-cache"); 
// Global Variables 
require "round.inc"; 
$p_id = (user_data['p_id'] ; 
// Update database if necessary 
if ( $REQUEST_METHOD = 'POST' ): 
(issues query = mysql_query( "SELECT i_id FROM issues" ); 
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while ( $row = mysql_fetch_array( $issues_query ) ): 
if ( $HTTP_POST_VARS[ 'r_'.$row[,i_id'] ] ) Sanchorid = 
'r_'.$row['i_id']; 
if ( $HTTP_POST_VARS[ 'action_'.$row['i_id'] ] == 'insert' ) 
$response_query = sprintf( "INSERT INTO responses (p_id,i_id,rating,comments,round) 
VALUES (%s,%s,%s,'%s',%s)", $p_id, $row['i_id'], $HTTP_POST_VARS[ 
'rating '. Sro w['i_id'] ], mysql_escape_string( SHTTPPO ST_VARS [ 
'comments_'.$row['i_id'] ] ), $round ); 
elseif ( SHTTPPOSTVARS[ 'action_'.$row['i_id'] ] =='update' ) 
(response query = sprintf( "UPDATE responses SET rating=%s,comments='%s' WHERE 
p_id=%s AND i_id=%s AND round=%s", $HTTP_POST_VARS[ 'rating '.$row['i_id'] ], 
mysql_escape_string( SHTTPPOSTVARS [ 'comments '.$row['i_id'] ] ) , $p_id , 
$row['i_id'] , Sround ); 
mysql_query( Sresponsequery ); 
endwhile; 
if ( Saction == 'Finished' ): 
mysql_query( "UPDATE panel SET 
p_closed='l',p_close_date=NOW() WHERE p id—$p id" ); 
header( "Location: /" ); 
else: 
header( "Location: $PHP_SELF#$anchor_id" ); 
endif; 
endif; 
?> 
<!DOCTYPE html PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD XHTML 1.0 Transitional//EN" 
"http://www.w3 .org/TR/xhtml 1/DTD/xhtml 1 -transitional.dtd"> 
<html xml:lang="en" lang="en"> 
<head> 
<title>Delphi Round <?php echo Sround; ?>: Rate the Issues</title> 
<link rel="stylesheet" type="text/css" href="/style.css" /> 
</head> 
<body bgcolor="#ffffff'> 
<div style="text-align:center"> 
<h2>Delphi Round <?php echo Sround; ?></h2> 
<form method-'POST" action="<?php echo SPHP SELF; ?>"> 
<table border="0" cellspacing="0" cellpadding="3" align-'center" width="600"> 
<tr> 
<th align="left" colspan="4"><big>When you have finished reviewing 
and revising your ratings and comments, click the <i>Finished</i> button at the top 
or bottom of page.<br /><?php if ( $round<3 ): ?>You will be notified via e-mail 
when Round <?php echo Sround + 1; ?> commences.<?php else: ?>Thank you for 
your input.<?php endif; ?>&nbsp;<input type="submit" name="action" 
value="Finished"></big></th> 
</tr> 
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<?php 
$issues_query = mysql_query( "SELECT i_text,i_id FROM issues ORDER 
BY i_id" ); 
while 
( $issue_row = mysql_fetch_array( Sissues query ) ): 
printf( "\t<tr>\n\t\t<td colspan=\"4\" align=\"center\"><a id=\"r_%s\" 
name=\"r_%s\"><hr width=\"600\"></a></td>\n\t</tr>\n", 
$issue_row['i_id'], $issue_row['i_id'] ); 
printf( "\t<tr>\n\t\t<th colspan=\"4\" 
align=\"left\">%s</th>\n\t</tr>\n", stripslashes($issue_row['i_text']) 
); 
if ( ( $i = Sround-1 ) > 0 ): 
$sum = 0; $n = 0; 
$mean_query = mysql_query( "SELECT rating FROM 
responses WHERE i_id=".$issue_row['i_id']." AND round=$i 
AND rating>0" ); 
while ( $mean_row = mysql_fetch_array( $mean query ) ): 
$sum += $mean_row['rating'] ; 
$n++; 
endwhile; 
if ( $n > 0 ) $mean = $sum / $n; 
else $mean = 0; 
$sum = 0; $n = 0; 
$std_dev_query = mysql_query( "SELECT rating FROM 
responses WHERE i_id=".$issue_row['i_id']." AND round=$i 
AND rating>0" ); 
while ( $std_dev_row = mysql fetch array( $std_dev_query ) 
): 
$sum += ( pow( $mean - $std_dev_row['rating'], 2 ) ); 
$n++; 
endwhile; 
if ( $n > 0 ) $std_dev = sqrt( $sum / $n ); 
else $std_dev = 0; 
$ranking_row = mysql_fetch_array( mysql_query( "SELECT 
rating FROM responses WHERE i_id=".$issue_row['i_id']." 
AND round=$i AND p_id=$p_id" ) ); 
printf( "\t<tr>\n\t\t<th align=\"lefit\">Round %s</th>\n\t\t<td 
align=\"left\">Mean: %01.2f</td>\n\t\t<td align=\"left\">Std. 
Dev.: &#0177;%1.3f</td>\n\t\t<td align=\"right\"><a 
href=\"comments.php?round=%s&amp;i_id=%s\" 
target=\"__new\">View Comments</a></td>\n\t</tr>\n" , $i, 
$mean, $std_dev , $i, $issue_row['i_id'] ); 
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printf( "\t<tr>\n\t\t<th 
align=\"left\">Your Round %s Rating:</th>\n\t\t<td 
align=\"left\" colspan=\"3\">%s</td>\n\t</tr>\n", $i, 
$ranking_row['rating'] ); 
endif; 
printf( "\t<input type=\"hidden\" name=\"action_%s\" value=\"", 
$issue_row['i_id'] ); 
if ( $response_row = mysql_fetch_array( mysql_query( 
"SELECT rating,comments FROM responses WHERE round=$round 
AND p_id=$p_id AND i_id=".$issue_row['i_id'] ) ) ) print( 'update' ); 
else 
print( 'insert' ); 
printf( "\">\n\t<tr>\n\t\t<td colspan=\"4\" 
align=\"center\">\n\t\t\tThis issue should be addressed in Board 
Policy:&nbsp;\n\t\t\t<select name=\"rating_%s\">\n", 
$issue_row['i_id'] ); 
Gratings query = mysql_query( "SELECT * 
FROM ratings ORDER BY rating id" ); 
while ( Sratingsrow = 
mysql_fetch_array( $ratings_query ) ): 
if ( $ratings_row[ 'rating id' ] == $response_row['rating'] ) 
$is_selected = ' selected-'selected'"; 
else Sis selected = "; 
printf ( "\t\t\t\t<option%s 
value=\"%s\">%s</option>\n" , Sis selected, 
$ratings_row[ 'rating id' ], $ratings_row[ 'ratingdesc' 
] ) ;  
endwhile; 
print( "\t\t\t</select>\n\t\t</td>\n\t</tr>\n" ); 
print( "\t<tr>\n\t\t<td align=\"left\" colspan=\"4\">Advocate for the 
rating you gave this issue (Optional):</td>\n\t</tr>\n" ); 
printf( "\t<tr>\n\t\t<td align=\"center\" colspan=\"4\"><textarea 
name=\"comments_%s\" cols=\"80\" rows=\"4\" 
wrap=\"soft\">%s</textarea></td>\n\t</tr>\n" , $issue_row['i_id'], 
stripslashes($response_row[ 'comments' ]) ); 
printf( "\t<tr>\n\t\t<td colspan=\"4\" align=\"center\">\n\t\t\t<input 
type=\" submit\" name=\"r_%s\" value=\" Save\">\n\t\t</td>\n\t</tr>\n" 
, $issue_row[ 'i_id' ] ); 
endwhile; 
<tr> 
<th align-'left" colspan="4"><big>When you have finished reviewing 
and revising your ratings and comments, click the <i>Finished</i> 
button.<br /><?php if ( $round<3 ): ?>You will be notified via e-mail 
when Round <?php echo Sround + 1; 7> commences.<?php else: 
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?>Thank you for your input<?php endif; ?>&nbsp;<input 
type=" submit" name-'action" value-'Finished"></big></th> 
</tr> 
</table> 
</form> 
</div> 
</body> 
</html> 
Display results (results.php) 
<?php 
// Connect to MySQL 
$mysql = mysql_connect( 'localhost', 'root' ); 
$research_db = mysql select db( 'gkdresearch', $mysql ); 
// Authenticate 
Suser valid = false; 
if ( $PHP_AUTH_USER == 'administrator ID goes here' && $PHP_AUTH_PW == 
'password goes here' ) 
$user_valid = true; 
if ( !$user_valid || !$PHP_AUTH_USER ): 
header( 'WWW-Authenticate: Basic realm="Research"' ); 
header( 'HTTP/1.0 401 Unauthorized' ); 
exit; 
endif; 
header ("Last-Modified: " . gmdate("D, d M Y H:i:s"). " GMT" ); 
header ("Cache-Control: no-cache, must-re validate " ) ; 
header ("Pragma: no-cache"); 
print '"Issue","Round","Friend","Rating","Comments'"."\n"; 
$res_query = mysql_query( 'SELECT i_id,round,p_id,rating,comments FROM 
responses ORDER BY i_id,round' ); 
while ( $res = mysql_fetch_array( $res query ) ) 
printf('%s,%s,%s,%s,"%s"%s', $res['i_id'], $res['round'], $res['p_id'], 
$res['rating'], str_replace("",'\",stripslashes($res['comments'])), "\n"); 
?> 
Create ratings database table (ratings.mysql) 
CREATE TABLE ratings ( 
ratingjd TINYINT(l) UNSIGNED, 
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ratingdesc VARCHAR(30) NOT NULL 
); 
INSERT INTO ratings (rating_id,rating_desc) VALUES ( 0 , '(0) - No Opinion' ),( 1 , '(1) 
Strongly Disagree' ),( 2 , '(2) Disagree' ),( 3 , '(3) Neither Agree nor Disagree' ),( 4 , '(4) 
Agree' ),( 5 , '(5) Strongly Agree' ); 
Create research database table (research.mysql) 
CREATE TABLE panel ( 
pjd TINYINT(2) UNSIGNED NOT NULL AUTOJNCREMENT, 
p_user VARCHAR(12) NOT NULL, 
p_pw VARCHAR(12) NOT NULL, 
p_closed TINYINT(l) UNSIGNED NOT NULL, 
p close date TIMESTAMP(IO), 
PRIMARY KEY (p_id) 
); 
INSERT INTO panel (p_user,p_pw) VALUES ('testpanel ID','testpassword); 
CREATE TABLE issues ( 
ijd SMALLINT(3) UNSIGNED NOT NULL AUTO_INCREMENT, 
i_text TEXT NOT NULL, 
PRIMARY KEY (i_id) 
); 
INSERT INTO issues (i text) VALUES Çtest issue text'); 
CREATE TABLE responses ( 
r id SMALLINT(3) UNSIGNED NOT NULL AUTO_INCREMENT, 
pjd TINYINT(2) UNSIGNED NOT NULL, 
i_id SMALLINT(3) UNSIGNED NOT NULL, 
rating TINYINT(l) UNSIGNED NOT NULL, 
comments TEXT, 
round TINYINT(l) UNSIGNED NOT NULL, 
PRIMARY KEY (r_id), 
KEY (p_id), 
KEY (i_id) 
); 
CREATE TABLE suggestions ( 
s id SMALLINT(3) UNSIGNED NOT NULL AUT0_INCREMENT, 
p_id TINYINT(2) UNSIGNED NOT NULL, 
suggestion TEXT, 
PRIMARY KEY (s_id), 
KEY (p jd )  
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); 
Enter Round one additions by panel members (suggestion.php) 
<?php 
// Connect to MySQL 
Smysql = mysql_connect( 'localhost', 'root' ); 
$research_db = mysql_select_db( 'gkdresearch', Smysql ); 
// Authenticate 
Suservalid = false; 
if ( $PHP_AUTH_USER && ( Suserdata = mysql_fetch_array( mysql_query( 
"SELECT p_id FROM panel WHERE p_user='$PHP_AUTH_USER' AND 
p_pw='$PHP_AUTH_PW'" ) ) ) ) 
Suservalid = true; 
if ( !$user_valid || !$PHP_AUTH_USER ): 
header( 'WWW-Authenticate: Basic realm-'Research'" ); 
header( 'HTTP/1.0 401 Unauthorized' ); 
exit; 
endif; 
header ("Last-Modified: ". gmdate("D, d M Y H:i:s"). " GMT" ); 
header ("Cache-Control: no-cache, must-revalidate"); 
header ("Pragma: no-cache"); 
// Global Variables 
require "round.inc"; if ( Sround != 1 ) header( "Location: /login.php" ); 
$p_id = $user_data['p_id']; 
// Update database if necessary 
if ( S s id && Saction = 'delete' ): 
mysql queryC "DELETE FROM suggestions WHERE s_id='$s_id'" ); 
header( "Location: SPHP SELF" ); 
elseif ( $s_id && Ssuggestion ): 
mysql queryC "UPDATE suggestions SET 
suggestion—".mysql_escape_string($suggestion).'" WHERE s_id-$s_id'" ); 
header( "Location: SPHP SELF" ); 
elseif ( Ssuggestion ): 
mysqlqueryC "INSERT INTO suggestions (suggestion,p_id) VALUES 
("'.mysql_escape_string($suggestion).'",'$p_id')" ); 
header( "Location: SPHP SELF" ); 
endif; 
?> 
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<!DOCTYPE html PUBLIC "-//W3C//DTD XHTML 1.0 Transitional//EN" 
"http://www.w3 .org/TR/xhtml 1/DTD/shtml 1 -transitional.dtd"> 
<html xml:lang="en" lang="en"> 
<head> 
<title>Delphi Round <?php echo Sround; ?>: Suggest Issues</title> 
<link rel="stylesheet" type-'text/css" href="/style.css" /> 
</head> 
<body> 
<div style="text-align:center"> 
<h2>Delphi Round <?php echo Sround; ?></h2> 
<form method="POST" action="<?php echo SPHP SELF; ?>"> 
<?php if ( Ss id ): 
echo "<input type-\"hidden\" name=\"s_id\" value=\"$s_id\">\n"; 
Srows = mysql_fetch_array( mysql_query( "SELECT suggestion FROM 
suggestions WHERE s_id=$s_id AND p_id=$p_id" ) ); 
endif; 
?> 
<h2>Suggested Issue</h2> 
<textarea name="suggestion" cols="72" rows="4" wrap="sofit"><?php echo 
stripslashes($rows['suggestion']); ?></textarea><br /> 
<input type="reset" value="Clear">&nbsp;<input type="submit" name—'action" 
value-' Submit"> 
<p><a href="<?php echo SPHP SELF; ?>">New Suggestion</a> | <a 
href-71ogin.php">Return to Tasks</a></p> 
</form> 
</div> 
<?php 
Slist query = mysql_query( "SELECT suggestion,sid FROM suggestions 
WHERE p_id-$p_id'" ); 
if ( mysql_num_rows( Slist query ) ): 
echo " <dl>\n\t<dt> Y our Suggestions</dt>\n" ; 
while ( Srow - mysql fetch arrayf Slist query ) ): 
if ( Ss id = $row['s_id'] ) 
printf( 
"\t<dd>[&nbsp;<b>Edit</b>&nbsp;|&nbsp;<a 
href=\"%s?action=delete&amp;s_id=%s\">Delete</a>&nbsp;]&nbsp;%s</dd>\n", 
$PHP_SELF , $row['s_id'], 
stripslashes($row['suggestion']) ) ; 
else 
printf( "\t<dd>[&nbsp;<a 
href=\" %s?s_id=%s\" >Edit</ a>&nbsp;| &nbsp ;<a 
href=\"%s?s_id=%s&amp;action=delete\">Delete</a>&nbsp;]&nbsp;%s</dd>\n", 
SPHP SELF , $row['s_id'], $PHP_SELF , 
Srow['s_id'], stripslashes($row['suggestion']) ) ; 
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endwhile; 
echo "</dl>\n"; 
endif; 
?> 
</body> 
</html> 
Style sheet for consistent hyperlink colors and fonts (style.css) 
a: link, a:visited 
{ 
color: blue; 
} 
hi, h2, h3,h4 
{ 
font-family: "Century Gothic", sans-serif; 
font-weight: normal; 
font-style: normal; 
} 
Research study purpose reference (purpose.html) 
<html> 
<head> 
<meta http-equiv="Content-Type" content-'text/html; charset=windows-1252"> 
<title>Emerging technology issues affecting Board of Education Policy</title> 
</head> 
<body> 
<hl><span style="FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY: 'Century Schoolbook'; mso-
bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-bidi-font-
family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-fareast-language: EN-
US; mso-bidi-language: AR-SA"xfont size-'2">Emerging 
technology issues affecting Board of Education Policy :&nbsp; A Delphi 
Study </font></ span></h 1 > 
<p><span style—'FONT-SIZE: 12pt; F ONT-FAMILY : 'Century Schoolbook'; mso-
bidi-font-size: 10.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-bidi-font-
family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-fareast-language: EN-
US; mso-bidi-language: AR-SA"xfont size="2">research name, 
date<lîon\><l span></p> 
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<p><span style-'FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY: 'Century Schoolbook'; mso-
bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family : 'Times New Roman'; mso-bidi-font-
family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-ansi-language : EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
US; mso-bidi-language: AR-SA"><font size-'2">Purpose:</font></span></p> 
<p><span style="FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY: 'Century Schoolbook'; mso-
bidi-font-size: 10.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-bidi-font-
family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
US; mso-bidi-language : AR-SA"><font size="2">This 
research study focuses on technology trends, both current and emerging, that 
have potential and particular interest to public school districts and school 
boards across the country. <span style-'mso-spacerun: yes">&nbsp; </span>Boards 
of education are charged with the task of laying out a pathway for districts and 
district administrators to follow.<span style-'mso-spacerun: yes">&nbsp; 
</span>District 
officials provide input into these policy areas, advising boards of education on 
policy issues.<span style-'mso-spacerun: yes">&nbsp; </span>Research is clear 
that sound visionary leadership is needed to support successful innovation.<span 
style-'mso-spacerun: yes">&nbsp; 
</span>Boards of education and district administrators can be powerful enablers 
for successful and innovative application of technology into education. This 
study will identify potential policy issues that are rooted in school and 
community technology deployments.</font></span></p> 
<p><span style-'FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY : Century Schoolbook; mso-
bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family : Times New Roman; mso-bidi-font-
family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language : EN-US; mso-fareast-language: EN-
US; mso-bidi-language : AR-SA"><font size="2">The 
study uses a modified Delphi process incorporating the communication 
technologies of the World Wide Web and electronic mail for enlisting responses 
from the judgment panel about the inclusion or exclusion of certain current and 
emerging areas of technology having a potential impact on elementary and 
secondary school policies .</font></span></p> 
<span style-'FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY : 'Century Schoolbook'; mso-bidi-
font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family : 'Times New Roman'; mso-bidi-font-
family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
US; mso-bidi-language: AR-SA"><font size="2">All 
the judgment panel members focus a majority of their study or work on elementary 
and secondary school technology in the United States and how it is or should be 
used.<span style-'mso-spacerun: yes">&nbsp; </span>The panel's tasks 
are : </font></span> 
<p><span style-'FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY : Century Schoolbook; mso-
bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family : Times New Roman; mso-bidi-font-
family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language : EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
US; mso-bidi-language : AR-SA"><font 
size="2"><b>a</b>.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; 
<b>To review and identify current and emerging technologies that may have an 
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impact on school and district boards of education policies.</b></font></span></p> 
<p><span style-'FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY: Century Schoolbook; mso-
bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family : Times New Roman; mso-bidi-font-
family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language : EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
US; mso-bidi-language : AR-SA"><b><font 
size="2">b.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; 
To give their positions regarding the potential of the identified current and 
emerging technologies and issues in schools through the Likert rating 
system.&nbsp;</font></b></span></p> 
<pxspan style="FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY : Century Schoolbook; mso-
bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family: Times New Roman; mso-bidi-font-
family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
US; mso-bidi-language : AR-SA"><b><font 
size="2">c.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; 
To advocate for the areas in which they choose to assert or ascribe that 
districts should take formal or revisionist policy positions, as 
needed. </ font></b></span></p> 
<p><span style="FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY: Century Schoolbook; mso-
bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family: Times New Roman; mso-bidi-font-
family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
US; mso-bidi-language: AR-SA"><b><font 
size="2">d.&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp;&nbsp; 
Through the anonymous ratings and statements of advocacy, the panel members' 
responses will establish which items have a consensus view. </font></b></span></p> 
<span style-' F ONT-SIZE : 12pt; FONT-FAMILY : 'Century Schoolbook'; mso-bidi-
font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family : 'Times New Roman'; mso-bidi-font-
family: 'Times New Roman'; mso-ansi-language : EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
US; mso-bidi-language : AR-SA"xfont size="2">Judgment 
panel members will not describe or generate opinions on the nature of particular 
board policies.<span style-'FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY : Century 
Schoolbook; mso-bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family : Times New Roman; 
mso-bidi-font-family : Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language : EN-US; mso-fareast-
language: EN-US; mso-bidi-language : AR-SA">&nbsp; 
</span>The success of this process is found in its identification of the 
technology issues and the degree of consensus.<span sty le=" F ONT-SIZE: 12pt; 
FONT-FAMILY: Century Schoolbook; mso-bidi-font-size : lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-
family: Times New Roman; mso-bidi-font-family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-
language: EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-US; mso-bidi-language : AR-
SA">&nbsp; 
</span>The study will expand on the trends, emerging technologies, and ancillary 
issues to which the judgment panel has reached a consensus in the summary 
section. </font></span> 
<p><span style—"FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY: Century Schoolbook; mso-
bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family : Times New Roman; mso-bidi-font-
family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-fareast-language : EN-
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US; mso-bidi-language: AR-SA"xfont 
color="#000000">CONFIDENTIALITY:&nbsp; 
All ratings and comments will remain anonymous at all times throughout the 
study .</font></ span></p> 
<p><font color="#000000"><span style="FONT-SIZE: 12pt; FONT-FAMILY: 
Century Schoolbook; mso-bidi-font-size: lO.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family: Times New 
Roman; mso-bidi-font-family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-
fareast-language: EN-US; mso-bidi-language: AR-SA">If 
you wish to contact me at any time, you may call <b>###-###-####</b> or e-mail 
me at <a href="mailto:researcher e-mail address">researcher name or e-mail 
address</a></span></font></p> 
<p><font color="#000000"><span style-"fbnt-size: 12pt; font-family: Century 
Schoolbook; mso-bidi-font-size: 10.Opt; mso-fareast-font-family: Times New Roman; 
mso-bidi-font-family: Times New Roman; mso-ansi-language: EN-US; mso-fareast-
language: EN-US; mso-bidi-language: AR-SA"xa href="login.php">Return 
to ratings page.</a></span></fontx/p> 
</body> 
</html> 
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APPENDIX C. DELPHI DATABASE DESIGNS 
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Table [ratings] 
Field Name Type Description 
Rating id Tiny unsigned integer Rating integer value 
Rating desc 30 character text Description of the rating 
Table [panel] 
Field Name Type Description 
p_id Tiny unsigned integer Numeric key-key 
p_user 12 character text Panel member user ID 
P_PW 12 character text Panel member password 
pclosed Tiny unsigned integer Used to indicate whether 
access is open or closed 
for a panel member 
pcloseddate Timestamp Date panel member close-
flag (p closed) was set 
Table [issues] 
Field Name Type Description 
i i d  Small unsigned integer Issue item number, 
automatic increment 
i_text 256 character text Holds issues text 
Table [responses] 
Field Name Type Description 
r i d  Small unsigned integer Response item, 
automatic increment 
P_id Tiny unsigned integer Panel member number 
i i d  Small unsigned integer Issue number 
Rating Tiny unsigned integer Rating value 
Comments 256 character text Text of comment 
Round Tiny unsigned integer Round number 
Table [suggestions] 
Field Name Type Description 
s_id Small unsigned integer Response item, 
automatic increment 
P_id Tiny unsigned integer Panel member number 
Suggestion 256 character text Text of suggestion 
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APPENDIX D. SAMPLE E-MAIL OF INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE 
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Dear , 
Over the many years of my work in educational and information technology, our paths 
have crossed, usually at a conference or meeting. Each encounter and interaction has 
enriched my skills and knowledge. I would like to extend that contact with a personal and 
professional request to assist me with my doctoral work at Iowa State University. 
My research topic is entitled "Prediction of emerging information technology issues of 
the 21st century affecting public school board policies: a Delphi study," which will be 
submitted to Iowa State University as partial fulfillment of my doctoral studies in 
Educational Policy and Leadership. Your expertise in the field of technology and technology 
issues in American K-12 public schools and their potential impact on local board of 
education policy is highly valued and respected throughout the United States. 
Your participation will be through the World Wide Web and through e-mail. All 
responses through the process will be anonymous. Your name will only appear in the 
dissertation appendix and no comments will be directly attributable to you as an individual. I 
alone will have information linking your responses to your identity and I will hold this in 
strictest confidence. 
The purpose of this study is to identify those emerging technologies which may impact 
K-12 public school policies. This study uses a process for identifying these current and 
emerging technologies. Each of the identified areas will be viewed in terms of board of 
education policy implications. In identifying major technologies and emerging technologies 
currently or imminently available, the focus will remain on the potential affect on K-12 
public school districts and school district policies and policy issues. Policies and policy 
issues regarding the implementation or use of these technologies will include considerations 
for minimizing social and litigious effects while maximizing the learning and business 
potential these technologies provide for schools. 
This study will not involve the writing of policy, nor taking a position on how boards of 
education should address the issue. While some issues are governed by state or federal laws, 
they may remain as issues for public school board discussions. Your task, as a member of the 
judgment panel, would be to reflect on current and emerging technologies and issues and 
indicate your level of agreement as an issue to be included by board of education policy 
deliberations. 
The process will involve a three round Delphi process, all of which will require you to 
have access to the World Wide Web. Access to an e-mail account by which I can contact you 
is also important, although I could use a telephone. You will receive an e-mail notice from 
me when each round is ready. Round one will begin on or about May 12, 2003. 
I will send you an account number and password. All responses will remain anonymous 
throughout the process. Rounds two and three will include statistical data from the previous 
round and access to any comments made by the ten to fifteen panel members advocating their 
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position. All comments on the issues shared with the other participants will remain 
anonymous as will all of the rating information you provide. 
The total length of time for the three rounds will depend on the amount of time the 
group takes to complete each round. The whole group (up to 15 panel members) must finish 
a round before any one member can move to the next round. I am optimistic that all three 
rounds will be completed by May 30 or earlier, but it may take longer. 
I will send out a notice when all have responded to a round and the next round is ready. 
I expect to be able to consolidate the data and have it available for the next round within 24 
hours of the completion of the prior round. 
In order to provide some general descriptive statistics in my study as to the nature of 
the judgment panel, I will ask that you provide a short biography, which I will send you via 
e-mail or U.S. mail if you prefer. I will send this out when I have commitments from the 15 
panel members. 
Send electronic mail messages to {my e-mail address}. My phone contact numbers are: 
Office: {my office phone number}. Cellular phone: {my cellular phone number} and home 
phone number: {my home phone number}. My office fax number is {my office fax number}. 
If you are willing to assist me, please respond to this e-mail message. If the e-mail 
address I am using is not the appropriate one, please send an alternate e-mail address. 
Thank you in advance for your consideration. I value our relationship and understand if 
you are not able to participate (but I hope you can...it should be fun!). 
Gordon K. Dahlby 
Director of Curriculum and Technology 
West Des Moines Community Schools, West Des Moines, IA 50265 
ISTE SIG Technology Coordinators, Past-President http://www.iste.org/sigtc/ 
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APPENDIX E. SAMPLE E-MAIL FOR INITIATION OF ROUND ONE 
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{Participant name}, 
Thank you again for agreeing to participate in this research project. Your unique 
experiences adds value to the breadth of experiences of the panel. 
The Web site constructed for this research is at http://research.wdm.kl2.ia.us 
You will be asked for a login ID and password. They are not case sensitive. 
Your ID for the panel is: {USER ID FOR DELPHI} 
Your password is: {USER PASSWORD FOR DEPHI} 
There will be three rounds to this Delphi. In the first round, you will have two 
activities. First, you will, using a 5 point Likert, indicate your level of agreement with a list 
of Board of Education policy issues generated from current readings and research. You can 
save your work with any of the SAVE buttons, as you may not finish in one sitting. When 
you have completed your ratings of each list item, you will SAVE and then launch FINISH. 
This will close your responses to round one. An e-mail will be sent when all have completed 
each round. 
Second and very importantly, you will have the opportunity to add additional policy 
issues to the list for the panel to consider in rounds two and three. 
A brief purpose statement can be found at http://research.wdm.kl2.ia.us/purpose.html 
The purpose of the research study is to identify current and emerging technology issues 
that U.S. K-12 public school boards of education should consider reviewing and either 
creating a policy, modifying an existing policy, or choosing to not have a policy. As a 
panel, we will not consider the content of such a policy. A panel member may look at an 
issue and decide it is not a topic for a policy, but may be an issue for a administrative rule or 
regulation. Policies are the guiding statements that Boards of Education use to communicate 
to district administrators and staff. 
General premise: "Public elementary and secondary schools are, in general, ill-
prepared with adequate board policies that address issues related to current and emerging 
communication and information technologies. With the rush to provide modern computer 
workstations and to connect these workstations to the Internet, public school districts have 
often leaped before they have looked. By putting these information technologies into the 
hands of administrators, teachers, support staff and students before addressing policy issues, 
school districts place themselves at risk of being in positions to act or react after the fact 
when incidents or issues arise. 
It is the charge of boards of education to layout a pathway for districts and district 
administrators to follow. District officials provide input into these policy areas, advising 
boards of education on policy issues." 
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Thank you so much for helping with my research. Call {my cell phone number} or e-
mail {my e-mail address} if you have questions. 
I will forward two items tomorrow. One document will be the human subjects letter 
which states your participation is "implied consent" and that the research has no implications 
of risk to the participant. The second document will be a very brief biography which will be 
part of my dissertation's appendix. 
Gordon K. Dahlby 
Director of Curriculum and Technology 
West Des Moines Community Schools, West Des Moines, IA 50265 
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APPENDIX F. SAMPLE E-MAIL FOR HUMAN SUBJECTS RELEASE 
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Dear {participant first name}, 
Thank you for agreeing to assist in my research project, Prediction of emerging 
information technology issues of the 21st century affecting public school board policies: a 
Delphi study which will be submitted to Iowa State University as partial fulfillment of my 
doctoral studies in Educational Policy and Leadership. Your expertise in the field of 
technology and technology issues in American K-12 public schools and their potential 
impact on local board of education policy is highly valued and respected. 
The purpose of this study is to identify those emerging technologies which may impact 
K-12 public school policies. This study invokes a process for identifying these current and 
emerging technologies. Each of the identified areas will be viewed in terms of board of 
education policy implications. In identifying major technologies and emerging technologies 
currently or imminently available, the focus will remain on the potential affect on K-12 
public school districts and school district policies and policy issues. Policies and policy 
issues regarding the implementation or use of these technologies will include considerations 
for minimizing social and litigious effects while maximizing the learning and business 
potential these technologies provide for schools. The study will not involve the writing of 
policy, nor taking a position on how boards of education should address the issue. While 
some issues are governed by state or federal laws, they may remain as issues for public 
school board discussions. Your task, as a member of the judgment panel, is to reflect on 
current and emerging technologies and issues and indicate your level of agreement as an 
issue to be included by board of education policy deliberations. 
The process will involve a three round Delphi process, all of which will require you to 
have access to the World Wide Web. Access to an e-mail account by which I can contact you 
is also important, although I could use a telephone. You will receive an e-mail notice from 
me when each round is ready. Round one will begin on or about May 20, 2003. When you 
access your Web page, you will be asked to enter an account number and password. All 
responses will remain anonymous throughout the process. Rounds two and three will include 
statistical data from the previous round and access to any comments made by the ten to 
fifteen panel members advocating their position. All comments on the issues shared with the 
other participants will remain anonymous as will all of the rating information you provide. 
As a courtesy, I will provide you a list of the final consensus figures if you wish. The 
total length of time for the three rounds will depend on the amount of time the group takes to 
complete each round. I expect to be able to consolidate the data and have it available for the 
next round within 48 hours of the completion of the prior round. I am optimistic that all three 
rounds will be completed with in 18 days of the initial round. 
Send electronic mail messages to {my e-mail address}. My phone contact numbers are: 
Office: {my office phone number}. Cellular phone: {my cellular phone number} and home 
phone number: {my home phone number}. My office fax number is {my office fax number}. 
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All information will be kept confidential. Files will be destroyed upon completion of 
my final defense of the dissertation. 
Thank you so much for assisting with my research project. 
Sincerely, 
Gordon K. Dahlby 
Director of Curriculum and Technology 
West Des Moines Community Schools 
Past-president, SIGTC an ISTE special interest group 
Contact information: 
Office Phone: {office phone} Home Phone: {home phone} 
Cell Phone: {cellular phone} Fax: {office fax number} 
E-mail: {e-mail address} 
155 
APPENDIX G. SAMPLE ADMINISTRATION WEB PAGE 
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Web page: admin.php 
Abbreviated example from June 14, 2003 with round one in progress 
Project Admin 
1 Change Round 
View Suggestions 
Get Results (CSV) 
User Password Finished New 1 Unclose All 
panel la xxxxx Yes Unclose 1 Modify 1 Delete I Delete Responses 
panel2b xxxxx Yes Unclose 1 Modify 1 Delete 1 Delete Responses 
paneBc xxxxx No Unclose 1 Modify 1 Delete 1 I Delete Responses 
paneMd xxxxx Yes Unclose 1 Modify 1 Delete 1 Delete Responses 
Issues New 
[ Modify | Delete ] Boards of Education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of staff 
electronic files stored on district servers/equipment. 
t Modify | Delete ] Boards of Education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of student 
electronic files stored on district servers/equipment. 
[ Modify | Delete ] Boards of Education should consider a policy with respect to the use of Internet 
filtering applications even if the district does not participate in e-rate funding. 
Responses 
[ Delete | Issue: 21 | Round: 1 | Rating: 5 ] 
[ Delete | Issue: 21 | Round: 1 | Rating: 5 ] Staff, and all users, must have clear understandings of what 
is private and what is not. 
[ Delete | Issue: 21 | Round: 1 | Rating: 5 ] Legally staff should be put on notice their electronic files 
are not "private" but are accessible by district personnel and in may be accessed on a regular basis. 
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APPENDIX H. LIST OF ISSUES 
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*NEW* indicates a panel member suggestion added from round one. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of staff electronic 
files stored on district servers/equipment. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of student 
electronic files stored on district servers/equipment. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to the use of Internet filtering 
applications even if the district does not participate in e-rate funding. 
Boards of education should consider a policy regarding what is student directory 
information in accordance with FERPA (Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act) and 
what directory information can or will be posted on Internet pages and used in print 
publications. This includes the use of names or parts of names, and the use of names with 
photographs or written works on Web pages. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a commitment by staff to use 
district equipment and services, including e-mail accounts and Internet access, in an ethical 
manner. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a commitment by students to 
use district equipment and services, including e-mail accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the personal use of public 
(district) equipment or services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). This is commonly known as "public 
trust." 
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Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a district retaining the right to 
inspect and review district provided staff electronic mail by the district if given cause to 
review. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a district retaining the right to 
inspect and review district provided student electronic mail if given just cause to review. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the wording of parent 
permission slips related to student e-mail accounts. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to how quickly staff should be 
expected to reply to e-mail and voice-mail messages. 
Boards of education should consider a policy relating to electronic vandalism which 
may include hacking or attempts to hack district servers/services, the purposeful introduction 
of a virus, unauthorized use of a student or staff network account, and physical damage to 
computers or other electronic equipment. 
Boards of education should consider a policy which holds the district harmless for the 
loss of electronically stored data from staff and students. 
Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the length of time backup 
tapes/disks are kept on which e-mail and electronic files are archived as it relates to the 
state's sunshine/open-meetings law(s). 
Boards of education should consider a policy which controls or sets parameters for the 
use of cellular phones and pagers by students. 
Boards of education should consider a policy which controls or sets parameters for the 
use of personal cellular phones and pagers by staff. 
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Boards of education should consider a policy with regards to intellectual property rights 
of lessons, documents, tests, etc. created by a staff member for a district course, whether the 
course is face-to-face or a virtual/online course. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with regards to intellectual property rights 
of works created by students for a district course. 
Boards of education should consider a policy or review an existing policy with respect 
to compliance the federal copyright laws, fair use compliance, and the liability associated 
with violations by a staff member. 
Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school within the state. 
Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school from another state. 
Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school from another country. 
Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from a non-accredited 
school or for-profit company. 
Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from a community 
college, college, or university. 
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Boards of education should consider a policy on the use of free commercially 
sponsored Web hosting sites by staff for school-related clubs or activities. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy {to implement a program to} 
donate surplus computers to students. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to copyright 
compliance in the acquisition of software, and {the process} for placing software on district 
computers. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy regarding commercialism and 
collection of information from students by for-profit entities. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on how to handle requests to 
donated computers. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on many academically-oriented 
policy areas that pertain to information and communication technology. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on students being able to turn in 
written assignments electronically (for example, as e-mail attachments). 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy regarding electronics and 
academic issues; plagiarism via Web sites, term paper checking services and their use by 
teachers, as two examples. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy regarding labor issues, such as 
the use of e-mail for political or union purposes. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy regarding provision of 
information to parents, along with disclaimer of liability. 
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*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to disclosure of personal 
information online by staff or students. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to educational use of the 
Internet and when non-educational use can occur. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to ensuring public input. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to ongoing evaluation and 
revising of {ICT (information and communication technologies)} policy. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to staff supervision of 
student use of the Internet, as well as monitoring activities. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to the safety and security 
of students when using electronic communications. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy requiring Web sites to be 
compliant with disability standards. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that clearly defines material and 
activities that are inappropriate—allowing for age distinctions. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that provides a process whereby 
third parties can contact the district with any complaints related to material on district Web 
site(s), as vehicle to ward off possible litigation. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that would encourage "open 
computers" assessment. This would be an expansion on the idea of "open book" and "open 
notes" assessment, and would be designed to encourage curriculum content and assessment 
that are more authentic and aligned than is currently the case. 
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*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to "virtual" 
opportunity(ies) available, {such as} should the number of courses outside of the traditional 
school day be limited or should a student be allowed to leave the school building and take 
some courses from home. For example, a student takes 3 courses at the school location and 3 
courses at home. {Is seat time a non-issue?} 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to {staff} use of 
personal technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to continued 
funding for technologies, especially as legacy technologies are victims of planned 
obsolescence. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to guidelines for 
hiring—considering whether they should be amended in light of a techno-capable population 
of applicants. To what extent, and in what way, are technology "capabilities" and/or literacy 
to be expected of new hires? 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to issues 
surrounding wireless technologies. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to student use of 
personal technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to student use of 
mobile technology devices such as the use of handheld computing devices...and the matter of 
portability, integration into existing network schema, etc. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to the requirements 
to educate students related to safe and responsible use of the Internet. 
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*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to use of school-
owned technologies (computers, resources, etc.) by non-employee publics who use school 
facilities, particularly after hours. Ex: night classes taught at school. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to Web pages 
created by students off site that references the school or its employees in a negative light. 
Comment: In our state we make a strong differentiation between policies (only set by board) 
and guidelines. Some of these items better fall under the category of guideline. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider the information and communication 
technology standards that are to be met by newly hired teachers. For example, a board might 
have a policy that new-hires must meet the ISTE NETS for teachers, or that they must meet 
them within two years of being hired. 
*NEW* Boards of education should develop policy on the issue of an authentic 
alignment between instruction that involves information and communication technology, and 
assessment. Thus, the policy might state that if students are expected to learn to use ICT to 
do certain tasks, then their assessment in these areas should be hands-on. 
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166 
The following table lists the issues in the order they appeared to the panel on the Web 
site. For each issue, the interquartile range for each round, the round mean, and round 
standard deviation are presented. 
Issues 
Round 1 
interquartile range 
Round 2 
interquartile range 
Round 3 
interquartile range 
Boards of education should 
consider a policy... Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
relating to the privacy of staff 
electronic files stored on district 
servers/equipment. 
0.00 0.00 0.38 
4.79 0.41 4.79 0.41 4.79 0.45 
relating to the privacy of student 
electronic files stored on district 
servers/equipment. 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
4.79 0.41 4.93 0.26 4.93 0.35 
with respect to the use of Internet 
filtering applications even if the 
district does not participate in e-
rate funding. 
0.75 0.75 0.00 
3.93 0.88 3.93 0.88 3.93 0.74 
regarding what is student directory 
information in accordance with 
FERPA (Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act) and what 
directory information can or will 
be posted on Internet pages and 
used in print publications. This 
includes the use of names or parts 
of names, and the use of names 
with photographs or written works 
on Web pages. 
0.38 0.50 0.00 
4.64 0.61 4.62 0.63 4.62 0.58 
relating to a commitment by staff 
to use district equipment and 
services, including e-mail 
accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
0.50 0.63 0.50 
4.42 0.95 4.25 1.01 4.25 0.92 
relating to a commitment by 
students to use district equipment 
and services, including e-mail 
accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
0.50 0.38 0.38 
4.54 0.84 4.50 0.91 4.50 0.91 
relating to the personal use of 
public (district) equipment or 
services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). 
This is commonly known as 
"public trust." 
0.50 0.50 0.50 
4.15 1.03 4.14 1.06 4.14 0.59 
relating to a district retaining the 
right to inspect and review district 
provided staff electronic mail by 
the district if given cause to 
review. 
0.38 0.00 0.38 
4.43 1.05 4.50 1.05 4.50 1.05 
relating to a district retaining the 
right to inspect and review district 
provided student electronic mail if 
given just cause to review. 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
4.46 1.08 4.57 1.05 4.57 1.05 
relating to the wording of parent 
permission slips related to student 
e-mail accounts. 
1.00 0.50 1.00 
3.08 1.492 2.54 1.337 2.54 1.273 
relating to how quickly staff 
should be expected to reply to e-
mail and voice-mail messages. 
0.00 0.38 0.50 
2.00 0.961 2.14 1.13 2.14 0.92 
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Issues 
Round 1 
interquartile range 
Round 2 
interquartile range 
Round 3 
interquartile range 
Boards of education should 
consider a policy... Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
relating to electronic vandalism 
which may include hacking or 
attempts to hack district 
servers/services, the purposeful 
introduction of a virus, 
unauthorized use of a student or 
staff network account, and 
physical damage to computers or 
other electronic equipment. 
0.88 0.88 0.38 
4.14 | 1.13 4.21 | 1.15 4.21 | 1.05 
which holds the district harmless 
for the loss of electronically stored 
data from staff and students. 
0.50 0.88 0.50 
3.54 1.22 3.36 1.342 3.36 1.15 
regarding the length of time 
backup tapes/disks are kept on 
which e-mail and electronic files 
are archived as it relates to the 
state's sunshine/open-meetings 
law(s). 
1.88 1.88 0.88 
3.14 1.68 2.93 1.67 2.93 1.26 
which controls or sets parameters 
for the use of cellular phones and 
pagers by students. 
1.25 1.00 1.25 
3.64 1.45 3.46 1.22 3.46 1.17 
which controls or sets parameters 
for the use of personal cellular 
phones and pagers by staff. 
1.00 1.00 1.25 
2.93 1.39 2.54 1.08 2.54 1.29 
with regards to intellectual 
property rights of lessons, 
documents, tests, etc. created by a 
staff member for a district course, 
whether the course is face-to-face 
or a virtual/online course. 
0.50 0.50 0.50 
4.50 0.73 4.62 0.63 4.62 0.63 
with regards to intellectual 
property rights of works created 
by students for a district course. 
1.00 1.00 0.88 
3.39 1.39 3.23 1.37 3.23 1.28 
or review an existing policy with 
respect to compliance the federal 
copyright laws, fair use 
compliance, and the liability 
associated with violations by a 
staff member. 
0.88 1.00 0.75 
3.93 1.22 3.85 1.35 3.85 1.22 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from an accredited 
K-12 school within the state. 
1.00 1.13 0.50 
3.69 1.26 3.67 1.31 3.67 1.16 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from an accredited 
K-12 school from another state. 
0.88 1.00 0.38 
3.79 1.26 3.69 1.26 3.69 1.13 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from an accredited 
K-12 school from another 
country. 
0.88 0.75 0.75 
3.64 1.23 4.00 0.95 4.00 1.15 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an online/Internet-
based course from a non-
accredited school or for-profit 
company. 
0.88 0.50 0.38 
3.79 1.26 3.85 1.17 3.85 1.13 
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Issues 
Round 1 
interquartile range 
Round 2 
interquartile range 
Round 3 
interquartile range 
Boards of education should 
consider a policy... Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
regarding the parameters and 
procedures for accepting credit for 
graduation for an on-line/Intemet-
based course from a community 
college, college or university. 
0.88 0.50 0.38 
3.79 | 1.26 3.92 | 1.21 3.92 | 1.26 
on the use of free commercially 
sponsored Web hosting sites by 
staff for school-related clubs or 
activities. 
0.88 0.50 0.50 
3.79 1.013 3.50 1.18 3.50 1.28 
*NEW* {to implement a program 
to} donate surplus computers to 
students. 
0.00 0.88 0.50 
0.00 0.00 3.07 1.033 3.07 0.92 
*NEW* with respect to copyright 
compliance in the acquisition of 
software, and {the process} for 
placing software on district 
computers. 
0.00 1.25 1.25 
0.00 0.00 3.50 1.40 3.50 1.40 
*NEW* regarding commercialism 
and collection of information from 
students by for-profit entities. 
0.00 0.63 0.63 
0.00 0.00 4.25 1.16 4.25 1.16 
"NEW* on how to handle 
requests to donated computers. 
0.00 0.50 0.50 
0.00 1 0.00 2.50 | 0.87 2.50 | 1.17 
*NEW* on many academically-
oriented policy areas that pertain 
to information and communication 
technology. 
0.00 0.75 0.50 
0.00 0.00 3.38 1 1 1  3.38 0.94 
*NEW* on students being able to 
turn in written assignments 
electronically (for example, as e-
mail attachments). 
0.00 0.38 0.88 
0.00 0.00 2.21 0.94 2.21 1.13 
•NEW* regarding electronics and 
academic issues; plagiarism via 
Web sites, term paper checking 
services and their use by teachers, 
as two examples. 
0.00 1.50 1.00 
0.00 0.00 3.15 1.51 3.15 1.39 
*NEW* regarding labor issues, 
such as the use of e-mail for 
political or union purposes. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 3.69 1.32 3.69 1.03 
*NEW* regarding provision of 
information to parents, along with 
disclaimer of liability. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 3.46 1.16 3.46 1.09 
*NEW* related to disclosure of 
personal information online by 
staff or students. 
0.00 0.38 0.50 
0.00 0.00 3.86 1.13 3.86 1.20 
*NEW* related to educational use 
of the Internet and when non-
educational use can occur. 
0.00 0.50 1.00 
0.00 0.00 3.00 1.24 3.00 1.23 
•NEW* related to ensuring public 
input. 
0.00 1.00 0.88 
0.00 [ 0.00 2.75 | 1.16 2.75 | 1.24 
•NEW* related to ongoing 
evaluation and revising of {ICT 
(information and communication 
technologies)} policy. 
0.00 1.38 1.00 
0.00 0.00 2.93 1.486 2.93 1.41 
•NEW* related to staff 
supervision of student use of the 
Internet, as well as monitoring 
activities. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 2.86 1.30 2.86 1.39 
•NEW* related to the safety and 
security of students when using 
electronic communications. 
0.00 0.50 0.50 
0.00 0.00 4.00 1.18 4.00 1.16 
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Issues 
Round 1 
interquartile range 
Round 2 
interquartile range 
Round 3 
interquartile range 
Boards of education should 
consider a policy... Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
*NEW* requiring Web sites to be 
compliant with disability 
standards. 
0.00 1.00 0.38 
0.00 0.00 3.00 1.18 3.00 1.16 
*NEW* that clearly define 
material and activities that are 
inappropriate—allowing for age 
distinctions. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 2.92 1.44 2.92 1.46 
*NEW* that provides a process 
whereby third parties can contact 
the district with any complaints 
related to material on district web 
site(s), as vehicle to ward off 
possible litigation. 
0.00 1.25 1.13 
0.00 0.00 3.46 1.37 3.46 1.38 
•NEW* that would encourage 
"open computers" assessment. 
This would be an expansion on the 
idea of "open book" and "open 
notes" assessment, and would be 
designed to encourage curriculum 
content and assessment that are 
more authentic and aligned than is 
currently the case. 
0.00 1.00 0. 88 
0.00 0.00 2.39 1.39 2.39 1.16 
*NEW* with respect to "virtual" 
opportunities} available, {such 
as} should the number of courses 
outside of the traditional school 
day be limited or should a student 
be allowed to leave the school 
building and take some courses 
from home. For example, a 
student takes 3 courses at the 
school location and 3 courses at 
home. {Is seat time a non-issue?} 
0.00 1.00 0.50 
0.00 0.00 3.25 1.23 3.25 1.15 
*NEW* with respect to {staff} 
use of personal technology 
devices (laptops, PDAs). 
0.00 1.13 1.50 
0.00 0.00 2.67 1.31 2.67 1.40 
*NEW* with respect to continued 
funding for technologies, 
especially as legacy technologies 
are victims of planned 
obsolescence. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 O.OO 3.14 1.30 3.14 1.13 
*NEW* with respect to guidelines 
for hiring—considering whether 
they should be amended in light of 
a techno-capable population of 
applicants. To what extent, and in 
what way, are technology 
"capabilities" and/or literacy to be 
expected of new hires? 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 3.07 1.22 3.07 1.33 
*NEW* with respect to issues 
surrounding wireless technologies. 
0.00 1.00 0.50 
0.00 I 0.00 2.79 | 1.37 2.79 | 1.22 
*NEW* with respect to student 
use of personal technology 
devices (laptops, PDAs). 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 3.15 1.46 3.15 1.25 
*NEW* with respect to student 
use of mobile technology devices 
such as the use of handheld 
computing devices...and the 
matter of portability, integration 
into existing network schema, etc. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 2.83 1.067 2.83 1.13 
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Issues 
Round 1 
interquartile range 
Round 2 
interquartile range 
Round 3 
interquartile range 
Boards of education should 
consider a policy... Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation Mean 
Standard 
deviation 
•NEW* with respect to the 
requirements to educate students 
related to safe and responsible use 
of the Internet. 
0.00 1.00 1.38 
0.00 0.00 4.00 1.24 4.00 1.42 
•NEW* with respect to use of 
school-owned technologies 
(computers, resources, etc.) by 
non-employee publics who use 
school facilities, particularly after 
hours. Ex: night classes taught at 
school. 
0.00 0.50 0.50 
0.00 0.00 4.23 0.89 4.23 1.08 
•NEW* with respect to Web 
pages created by students off site 
that references the school or its 
employees in a negative light. 
Comment: In our state we make a 
strong differentiation between 
policies (only set by board) and 
guidelines. Some of these items 
better fall under the category of 
guideline. 
0.00 1.13 1.00 
0.00 0.00 3.08 1.44 3.08 1.36 
*NEW* Boards of education 
should consider the information 
and communication technology 
standards that are to be met by 
newly hired teachers. For 
example, a board might have a 
policy that new-hires must meet 
the ISTE NETS for teachers, or 
that they must meet them within 
two years of being hired. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 2.92 1.44 2.92 1.19 
•NEW* Boards of education 
should develop policy on the issue 
of an authentic alignment between 
instruction that involves 
information and communication 
technology, and assessment. 
Thus, the policy might state that if 
students are expected to learn to 
use ICT to do certain tasks, then 
their assessment in these areas 
should be hands-on. 
0.00 1.00 1.00 
0.00 0.00 2.69 1.20 2.69 1.12 
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AND NEUTRAL IMPORTANCE 
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High importance issues with mean round three ratings exceeding 3.50 
1. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of staff electronic 
files stored on district servers/equipment. 
2. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the privacy of student 
electronic files stored on district servers/equipment. 
3. Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to the use of Internet filtering 
applications even if the district does not participate in e-rate funding. 
4. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding what is student directory 
information in accordance with FERPA (Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act) 
and what directory information can or will be posted on Internet pages and used in print 
publications. This includes the use of names or parts of names, and the use of names 
with photographs or written works on Web pages. 
5. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a commitment by staff to use 
district equipment and services, including e-mail accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
6. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a commitment by students to 
use district equipment and services, including e-mail accounts and Internet access, in an 
ethical manner. 
7. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the personal use of public 
(district) equipment or services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). This is commonly known as 
"public trust." 
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8. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a district retaining the right to 
inspect and review district provided staff electronic mail by the district if given cause to 
review. 
9. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to a district retaining the right to 
inspect and review district provided student electronic mail if given just cause to 
review. 
10. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to electronic vandalism which 
may include hacking or attempts to hack district servers/services, the purposeful 
introduction of a virus, unauthorized use of a student or staff network account, and 
physical damage to computers or other electronic equipment. 
11. Boards of education should consider a policy which controls or sets parameters for the 
use of cellular phones and pagers by students. 
12. Boards of education should consider a policy with regards to intellectual property 
rights of lessons, documents, tests, etc. created by a staff member for a district course, 
whether the course is face-to-face or a virtual/online course. 
13. Boards of education should consider a policy or review an existing policy with respect 
to compliance the federal copyright laws, fair use compliance, and the liability 
associated with violations by a staff member. 
14. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an 
accredited K-12 school within the state. 
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15. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an 
accredited K-12 school from another state. 
16. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from an 
accredited K-12 school from another country. 
17. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from a non-
accredited school or for-profit company. 
18. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the parameters and procedures 
for accepting credit for graduation for an online/Internet-based course from a 
community college, college, or university. 
19. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy regarding commercialism and 
collection of information from students by for-profit entities. 
20. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy regarding labor issues, such as 
the use of e-mail for political or union purposes. 
21. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy regarding provision of 
information to parents, along with disclaimer of liability. 
22. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to disclosure of personal 
information online by staff or students. 
23. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to the safety and 
security of students when using electronic communications. 
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24. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to the requirements 
to educate students related to safe and responsible use of the Internet. 
25. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to use of school-
owned technologies (computers, resources, etc.) by non-employee publics who use 
school facilities, particularly after hours. Ex: night classes taught at school. 
Low importance issues with mean round three ratings below 2.50 
1. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to the wording of parent 
permission slips related to student e-mail accounts. 
2. Boards of education should consider a policy relating to how quickly staff should be 
expected to reply to e-mail and voice-mail messages. 
3. Boards of education should consider a policy which controls or sets parameters for the 
use of personal cellular phones and pagers by staff. 
4. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on students being able to turn in 
written assignments electronically (for example, as e-mail attachments). 
5. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that would encourage "open 
computers" assessment. This would be an expansion on the idea of "open book" and 
"open notes" assessment, and would be designed to encourage curriculum content and 
assessment that are more authentic and aligned than is currently the case. 
6. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to {staff} use of 
personal technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
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Neutral importance issues with middle range mean round three ratings 
(exceeding 2.50 and less than or equal to 3.50) 
1. Boards of education should consider a policy which holds the district harmless for the 
loss of electronically stored data from staff and students. 
2. Boards of education should consider a policy regarding the length of time backup 
tapes/disks are kept on which e-mail and electronic files are archived as it relates to the 
state's sunshine/open-meetings law(s). 
3. Boards of education should consider a policy with regards to intellectual property 
rights of works created by students for a district course. 
4. Boards of education should consider a policy on the use of free commercially 
sponsored Web hosting sites by staff for school-related clubs or activities. 
5. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy {to implement a program to} 
donate surplus computers to students. 
6. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to copyright 
compliance in the acquisition of software, and {the process} for placing software on 
district computers. 
7. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on how to handle requests to 
donated computers. 
8. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy on many academically-oriented 
policy areas that pertain to information and communication technology 
9. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy regarding electronics and 
academic issues; plagiarism via Web sites, term paper checking services and their use 
by teachers, as two examples. 
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10. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to educational use of the 
Internet and when non-educational use can occur. 
11. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to ensuring public input. 
12. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to ongoing evaluation 
and revising of {ICT (information and communication technologies)} policy. 
13. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy related to staff supervision of 
student use of the Internet, as well as monitoring activities. 
14. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy requiring Web sites to be 
compliant with disability standards. 
15. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that clearly defines material and 
activities that are inappropriate—allowing for age distinctions. 
16. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy that provides a process whereby 
third parties can contact the district with any complaints related to material on district 
Web site(s), as vehicle to ward off possible litigation. 
17. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to "virtual" 
opportunities} available, {such as} should the number of courses outside of the 
traditional school day be limited or should a student be allowed to leave the school 
building and take some courses from home. For example, a student takes 3 courses at 
the school location and 3 courses at home. {Is seat time a non-issue?} 
18. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to continued 
funding for technologies, especially as legacy technologies are victims of planned 
obsolescence. 
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19. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to guidelines for 
hiring—considering whether they should be amended in light of a techno-capable 
population of applicants. To what extent, and in what way, are technology 
"capabilities" and/or literacy to be expected of new hires? 
20. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to issues 
surrounding wireless technologies. 
21. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to student use of 
personal technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
22. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to student use of 
mobile technology devices such as the use of handheld computing devices...and the 
matter of portability, integration into existing network schema, etc. 
23. *NEW* Boards of education should consider a policy with respect to Web pages 
created by students off site that references the school or its employees in a negative 
light. Comment: In our state we make a strong differentiation between policies (only 
set by board) and guidelines. Some of these items better fall under the category of 
guideline. 
24. *NEW* Boards of education should consider the information and communication 
technology standards that are to be met by newly hired teachers. For example, a board 
might have a policy that new-hires must meet the ISTE NETS for teachers, or that they 
must meet them within two years of being hired. 
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*NEW* Boards of education should develop policy on the issue of an authentic 
alignment between instruction that involves information and communication 
technology, and assessment. Thus, the policy might state that if students are expected 
to learn to use ICT to do certain tasks, then their assessment in these areas should be 
hands-on. 
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APPENDIX K. ISSUES LIST IN ORDER OF ROUND 3 MEAN 
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Policy issue 
Round 3 
mean 
Round 3 
standard 
deviation 
Round 3 
interquartile 
range 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the privacy of student electronic files 
stored on district servers/equipment. 
4.86 0.35 0.00 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding what is student directory information 
in accordance with FERPA (Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act) and what directory 
information can or will be posted on Internet 
pages and used in print publications. This 
includes the use of names or parts of names, and 
the use of names with photographs or written 
works on Web pages. 
4.77 0.58 0.00 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the privacy of staff electronic files 
stored on district servers/equipment. 
4.71 0.45 0.38 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a district retaining the right to inspect 
and review district provided student electronic 
mail if given just cause to review. 
4.57 1.05 0.00 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a commitment by students to use 
district equipment and services, including e-mail 
accounts and Internet access, in an ethical 
manner. 
4.50 0.91 0.38 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
with regards to intellectual property rights of 
lessons, documents, tests, etc. created by a staff 
member for a district course, whether the course 
is face-to-face or a virtual/online course. 
4.50 0.63 0.50 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a district retaining the right to inspect 
and review district provided staff electronic mail 
by the district if given cause to review. 
4.43 1.05 0.38 
182 
Policy issue 
Round 3 
mean 
Round 3 
standard 
deviation 
Round 3 
interquartile 
range 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to electronic vandalism which may 
include hacking or attempts to hack district 
servers/services, the purposeful introduction of a 
virus, unauthorized use of a student or staff 
network account, and physical damage to 
computers or other electronic equipment. 
4.43 1.05 0.38 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the personal use of public (district) 
equipment or services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). 
This is commonly known as "public trust." 
4.29 0.59 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy commercialism and collection of 
information from students by for-profit entities. 
4.25 1.16 0.63 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to use of school-owned 
technologies (computers, resources, etc.) by non-
employee publics who use school facilities, 
particularly after hours. Ex: night classes taught 
at school. 
4.21 1.08 0.50 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a commitment by staff to use district 
equipment and services, including e-mail 
accounts and Internet access, in an ethical 
manner. 
4.08 0.92 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to the safety and security of 
students when using electronic communications. 
4.07 1.16 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to disclosure of personal 
information online by staff or students. 
4.00 1.20 0.50 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited 
K—12 school within the state. 
3.93 1.16 0.50 
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Policy issue 
Round 3 
mean 
Round 3 
standard 
deviation 
Round 3 
interquartile 
range 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
with respect to the use of Internet filtering 
applications even if the district does not 
participate in e-rate funding. 
3.86 0.74 0.00 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited 
K-12 school from another state. 
3.86 1.12 0.38 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from a non-
accredited school or for-profit company. 
3.86 1.12 0.38 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding labor issues, such as the use of 
e-mail for political or union purposes. 
3.85 1.03 1.00 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited 
K-12 school from another country. 
3.79 1.15 0.75 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from a community 
college, college, or university. 
3.79 1.26 0.38 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to the requirements to educate 
students related to safe and responsible use of the 
Internet. 
3.79 1.42 1.38 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding provision of information to 
parents, along with disclaimer of liability. 
3.75 1.09 1.00 
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Policy issue 
Round 3 
mean 
Round 3 
standard 
deviation 
Round 3 
interquartile 
range 
Boards of education should consider a policy or 
review an existing policy with respect to 
compliance the federal copyright laws, fair use 
compliance, and the liability associated with 
violations by a staff member. 
3.71 1.22 0.75 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which controls or sets parameters for the use of 
cellular phones and pagers by students. 
3.64 1.17 1.25 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to copyright compliance in 
the acquisition of software, and {the process} for 
placing software on district computers. 
3.50 1.40 1.25 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which holds the district harmless for the loss of 
electronically stored data from staff and students. 
3.46 1.15 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to "virtual" opportunities} 
available, {such as} should the number of 
courses outside of the traditional school day be 
limited or should a student be allowed to leave 
the school building and take some courses from 
home. For example, a student takes 3 courses at 
the school location and 3 courses at home. {Is 
seat time a non-issue?} 
3.38 1.15 0.50 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
with regards to intellectual property rights of 
works created by students for a district course. 
3.29 1.28 0.88 
Boards of education should consider a policy on 
the use of free commercially sponsored Web 
hosting sites by staff for school-related clubs or 
activities. 
3.29 1.28 0.50 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the length of time backup tapes/disks 
are kept on which e-mail and electronic files are 
archived as it relates to the state's sunshine/open-
meetings law(s). 
3.21 1.26 0.88 
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Policy issue 
Round 3 
mean 
Round 3 
standard 
deviation 
Round 3 
interquartile 
range 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on how to handle requests to donated 
computers. 
3.15 1.17 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to educational use of the Internet 
and when non-educational use can occur. 
3.15 1.23 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy {to implement a program to} donate 
surplus computers to students. 
3.14 0.91 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that provides a process whereby third 
parties can contact the district with any 
complaints related to material on district Web 
site(s), as vehicle to ward off possible litigation. 
3.08 1.38 1.13 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding electronics and academic issues; 
plagiarism via Web sites, term paper checking 
services and their use by teachers, as two 
examples. 
3.07 1.39 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy requiring Web sites to be compliant with 
disability standards. 
3.07 1.16 0.38 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to guidelines for hiring— 
considering whether they should be amended in 
light of a techno-capable population of 
applicants. To what extent, and in what way, are 
technology "capabilities" and/or literacy to be 
expected of new hires? 
3.07 1.33 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on many academically-oriented policy 
areas that pertain to information and 
communication technology. 
3.00 0.94 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to student use of personal 
technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
3.00 1.25 1.00 
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Policy issue 
Round 3 
mean 
Round 3 
standard 
deviation 
Round 3 
interquartile 
range 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to staff supervision of student use 
of the Internet, as well as monitoring activities. 
2.93 1.39 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to ongoing evaluation and revising 
of {ICT (information and communication 
technologies)} policy. 
2.86 1.41 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that clearly define material and activities 
that are inappropriate—allowing for age 
distinctions. 
2.86 1.46 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to continued funding for 
technologies, especially as legacy technologies 
are victims of planned obsolescence. 
2.86 1.12 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to student use of mobile 
technology devices such as the use of handheld 
computing devices...and the matter of portability, 
integration into existing network schema, etc. 
2.86 1.12 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to Web pages created by 
students off site that references the school or its 
employees in a negative light. Comment: In our 
state we make a strong differentiation between 
policies (only set by board) and guidelines. Some 
of these items better fall under the category of 
guideline. 
2.86 1.36 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider the 
information and communication technology 
standards that are to be met by newly hired 
teachers. For example, a board might have a 
policy that new-hires must meet the ISTE NETS 
for teachers, or that they must meet them within 
two years of being hired. 
2.86 1.19 1.00 
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Policy issue 
Round 3 
mean 
Round 3 
standard 
deviation 
Round 3 
interquartile 
range 
*NEW* Boards of education should develop 
policy on the issue of an authentic alignment 
between instruction that involves information and 
communication technology, and assessment. 
Thus, the policy might state that if students are 
expected to learn to use ICT to do certain tasks, 
then their assessment in these areas should be 
hands-on. 
2.77 1.12 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to issues surrounding wireless 
technologies. 
2.71 1.22 0.50 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to ensuring public input. 2.57 1.24 0.88 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which controls or sets parameters for the use of 
personal cellular phones and pagers by staff. 
2.43 1.29 1.25 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to {staff} use of personal 
technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
2.43 1.40 1.50 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the wording of parent permission slips 
related to student e-mail accounts. 
2.38 1.27 1.00 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that would encourage "open computers" 
assessment. This would be an expansion on the 
idea of "open book" and "open notes" 
assessment, and would be designed to encourage 
curriculum content and assessment that are more 
authentic and aligned than is currently the case. 
2.29 1.16 0.88 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on students being able to turn in written 
assignments electronically (for example, as email 
attachments). 
2.14 1.12 0.88 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to how quickly staff should be expected 
to reply to e-mail and voice-mail messages. 
1.86 0.91 0.50 
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APPENDIX L. COMMENTS BY ROUND BY ISSUE 
189 
Issue text Round Rating Comment 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the privacy of staff electronic files 
l 4 This is important for Boards of Education as it 
relates to privacy and security issues. 
stored on district servers/equipment. l 5 This Board Policy should be rooted in carefully 
argued legal opinions. It seem to me, however, 
that this policy should be developed by the State 
Board of Education in a manner that applies to all 
schools. If the state does not develop such a 
policy, than the districts need to. 
l 5 This is an absolute can of worms—most people 
are unaware of the myriad of issues involved here 
and the potential for disaster. Most people do not 
realize how vulnerable they are and how easily 
and quickly their privacy can be compromised. 
l 5 Note, staff files would be considered to be public 
records. All staff should know this. There are also 
limited privacy interests. But there should be 
explicit procedures to be followed if there is any 
access to these files. 
l 5 Legally staff should be put on notice their 
electronic files are not "private" but are 
accessible by district personnel and may be 
accessed on a regular basis. 
l 5 This does not have to be a separate policy, but 
rather part of the overall policy on acceptable use, 
probably contained in the regulations portion 
along with records retention guidelines and notice 
of Open Records regulations relating to electronic 
files. The board needs to recognize potential 
liability of actions revolving around electronic 
files in a formal manner and staff need to be 
aware of the level of privacy the law provides. 
l 4 Board policy should assure that the only access to 
personal information has an educational purpose 
or is appropriately authorized. Additionally, 
policy should requiring the Superintendent to 1) 
protect confidentiality of all information, and 2) 
take reasonable measures to prevent any practice 
or activity that is unlawful, unethical, unsafe, 
disrespectful, or would endangers the school 
district's employees, students, public image, or 
credibility. The school board would be the final 
judge of whether reasonable effort was 
implemented. The policy(ies) should be larger 
than just electronic information stored on servers. 
It should be left to a superintendent and staff to 
sort out the specific operating procedures. 
l 4 I concur that employee privacy of electronic files 
should be addressed through policy. This is not 
by any means to imply that I am a proponent of 
either "side" this policy would take. I merely 
think it is a good idea to place the notion of 
electronic file privacy on the table so the school 
district can assert its philosophy via school board 
policy. 
l 5 Staff, and all users, must have clear 
understandings of what is private and what is not. 
l 5 This does not need to be a separate policy, but 
should be a part of the AUP. Confusion and 
misinterpretation of what privacy rights and 
employee has on server space should be very 
clear. 
190 
Issue text Round Rating Comment 
l 5 This is an area of policy that should be clear and 
precise. While allowing for the unexpected, 
boards need to make clear how they will treat 
information stored on district equipment and 
what penalties will be for misuse. They should 
also reserve the right to investigate and 
communicate that there is no privacy expectation 
whatsoever. 
l 5 Same as for staff. Great legal implications. 
l 5 This Board Policy should be rooted in carefully 
argued legal opinions. It seem to me, however, 
that this policy should be developed by the State 
Board of Education in a manner that applies to all 
schools. If the state does not develop such a 
policy, than the districts need to. 
l 5 As in question 1 this is an absolute can of 
worms—most people are unaware of the myriad 
of issues involved here and the potential for 
disaster. Most people do not realize how 
vulnerable they are and how easily and quickly 
their privacy can be compromised. This 
particularly applies to students. 
l 5 Again, there are limited privacy interests. 
Students should have notice of the circumstances 
under which their files may be accessed generally 
or in an individual search. The "locker search" 
standards generally are applicable. 
l 5 Same reasoning as above. 
l 5 Same as above. 
l 4 Board policy should assure that the only access to 
personal information has an educational purpose 
or is appropriately authorized. Additionally, 
policy should require the superintendent to 1) 
protect confidentiality of all information, and 2) 
take reasonable measures to prevent any practice 
or activity that is unlawful, unethical, unsafe, 
disrespectful, or would endanger the school 
district's employees, students, public image, or 
credibility. The school board would be the final 
judge of whether reasonable effort was 
implemented. The policy(ies) should be larger 
than just electronic information stored on servers. 
It should be left to a superintendent and staff to 
sort out the specific operating procedures. 
l 4 Yes. Policies should be developed, then 
explained to constituents. At the same time, 
however, I would caution the board to refresh 
their memory on the federal copyright guidelines, 
specifically with respect to intellectual property 
of students. 
l 5 Students must know the extent of privacy. 
l 5 Same as above. 
i 5 See the reasons stated in the above question. 
Except, there is no employment relationship 
involved here, and students are minors under the 
care and control of the school system. This policy 
should also be clear and precise, with a catch-all 
provision and be communicated aggressively to 
students and parents—particularly through the 
student handbook. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to the use of Internet filtering applications 
even if the district does not participate in e-rate 
funding. 
l 5 Regardless of e-rate participation, every Board of 
Education is responsible for information and data 
their students have accessible to them in schools. 
Filtering, or other means of limiting access, 
should be discussed. 
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Issue text Round Rating Comment 
l 4 1 believe this is a Board issue, since opinions vary 
from district to district depending on the opinions 
of the general public, and there are fiscal 
implications. 
l 4 This is an incredibly complex issue— 
remembering that beauty is in the eyes of the 
beholder, one person's pornography is another 
person's art—sex and the sex of an animal can 
filter as one and the same—it's not the policy, it's 
the discussions related to filtering that are the 
critical component 
l 2 The district should consider how it will address 
the issues of student and staff access to 
inappropriate material. Filtering is not necessarily 
the answer to this concern. 
l 4 Access or in-access to Internet material should be 
something of which the parents are aware and 
consent to. 
l 4 All stakeholders should be aware of the practices 
used to provide appropriate resources for student 
and staff use via the Internet. A policy formalizes 
this awareness and provides a backdrop for any 
discussions that ensue from potential 
inappropriate use. 
l 3 At the Board of Education level, the policy 
concern should focus on stating a community 
value or belief, typically along the lines of 
assuring a safe and enriched learning 
environment, free from disruptive and 
controversial materials. The superintendent 
should be held accountable to the board for 
decisions which allow the learning environment 
to become unlawful, unethical, unsafe, 
disrespectful, unnecessarily disruptive, or 
undignified. If filtering is needed for some grades 
and some individuals, then he/she is free to do so. 
The school board should be the final judge as to 
the superintendent's compliance in protecting the 
community's values. A policy may not be needed 
in some communities and is a necessity in others. 
l 3 Internet filtering inhibits the use of many 
valuable Web sites. Yet, the Internet is a risky 
place. The jury is out on this one. I would like to 
believe that supervision could and should take the 
place of Internet filtering. 
l 4 Just as the board has policy relating to use of 
library materials, it should have policy related to 
what can and cannot be accessed by computer. 
l 4 I agree with this because it should at least be the 
basis of discussion. Filtering—whether done or 
not done—should never be the default position 
that accrues because of a lack of discussion. It 
should be an affirmative decision on the district's 
part whether they choose to filter (and if so with 
what device, in what circumstances, and to what 
end) or consciously forego any filtering at all. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding what is student directory information in 
accordance with FERPA (Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act) and what directory 
information can or will be posted on Internet pages 
and used in print publications. This includes the 
use of names or parts of names, and the use of 
names with photographs or written works on Web 
pages. 
l 3 The Board may be interested, but the district 
attorney should give strict advice on what can be 
published and what cannot be based on their legal 
knowledge. 
l 5 However, it seems that this should be done by the 
State Board of Education. If the state does not 
develop such a policy, than the districts need to. 
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Issue text Round Rating Comment 
l 4 In Canada, schools have to seek permission from 
parents before they can display student drawings 
or pictures— again, there are plenty of landmines 
here—these issues need to be discussed 
thoroughly. 
l 5 Whether or not the district interprets FERPA to 
allow for the publication of student directory 
information online, the district should have 
specific procedures related to online disclosure. I 
recommend different policies at the elementary, 
middle, and high school level. 
l 5 Most school districts include information about 
students on a Web site without designating it as 
directory information. Such a policy would 1) 
prevent violations of FERPA and 2) allow 
disclosure unless someone objects at the 
beginning of each school year (instead of 
obtaining consent before the information is 
disclosed). 
l 5 Putting this in policy (again, as part of the 
acceptable use policy, most likely in the 
regulations) provides the foundation for 
consistent practice. 
l 5 With respect to Board of Education policy, there 
should be a top level, over-arching policy 
statement requiring the Superintendent to take 
reasonable measures to prevent any practice or 
activity that is unlawful, unethical, unsafe, 
disrespectful, or would endanger the school 
district's employees, students, public image, or 
credibility. The school board would be the final 
judge of whether reasonable effort was 
implemented. Much of this question involves 
both legal concerns and employee relations. It 
should be left to a superintendent and staff to sort 
out the specific operating procedures as they deal 
with the FERPA. With respect to names and 
pictures, it is mostly a safety issue and the policy 
should be directed to safety of students. How 
safety is assured is an administrative procedure, 
not a policy. 
l 5 I think FERPA requires this 
l 5 All privacy rights of students and staff should be 
clearly spelled out in Board policy. Parental 
permission for the use of student pictures needs 
to include specific permission to use on the Web, 
both in discrete Web pages and as part of print 
documents converted for Web accessibility, i.e.: 
the school newspaper. 
l 5 This to me is good policy and good sense. The 
challenge is to make sure that all school buildings 
and others with independent Web authority know 
about the policy and adhere to it. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a commitment by staff to use district 
equipment and services, including e-mail accounts 
and Internet access, in an ethical manner. 
l 5 There is a huge liability issue for the Board if 
policies are not in place. 
2 All teachers should be ethical in anything that 
relates to their professional work. I don't see any 
need to single out specific areas and write policy 
just for those areas. 
l 5 there are many abuses of public e-mail—policies 
are essential 
l 0 What does "ethical" mean? 
l 5 Under the due process clause of the U.S. 
Constitution, staff need to know what behavior 
violates the rules. Once acceptable use is defined, 
the staff is on notice that any other behavior may 
be grounds for disciplinary action. 
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Issue text Round Rating Comment 
l 5 A fundamental acceptable use issue. 
l 3 I would expect to see a district level Acceptable 
Use Policy (AUP), but not necessarily at the 
board level, unless State law requires it. It could 
be an operating procedure, defining the 
reasonable use of public resources. The 
superintendent should be held accountable for 
following the law, but getting into the detail by a 
board easily becomes micro-management. There 
is no way that personal use of e-mail (for 
example) can be prevented. 
l 5 One slip up puts the entire organization at risk. 
l 4 While such a policy might appear, initially, as 
protectionism by the board, it also can help set 
the stage for what appropriate, professional 
behavior is in the electronic realm. Such a policy 
might engender other related conversations. 
l 4 I would substitute "legal, safe, and appropriate" 
for "ethical." 
l 5 Some things the law (or policy) are not as 
effective at as others. I think that while you want 
to have strong policies and punishments in place, 
teaching people about the ethical uses of 
technology is preferable. It is preventive, it is 
consistent with the overall mission of education, 
and it tells staff the "dos and don'ts" in an 
instructive way. 
l 5 Again, legal exposure is an issue for the Board 
l 2 I think that a District needs policy that covers 
ethical use of all school facilities. I don't see a 
need to single out just the computer and 
communication areas. 
l 0 What does "ethical" mean? 
l 5 Same reasoning as above 
l 5 See above. 
l 4 One of many end results of education should be 
students behaving in a positive and ethical 
manner. The board level policy should be more 
global than just technology related behavior. 
l 4 This policy should be the same as for use of any 
district property. 
l 4 I would substitute "legal, safe, and appropriate" 
for "ethical." 
l 5 Same as the previous question—but even more so 
because you have the developmental factor. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the personal use of public (district) 
equipment or services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). This 
is commonly known as "public trust." 
l 4 This should be developed by staff and approved 
by the Board 
l 5 The policy should be generic and a prohibition of 
personal use of district property is prohibited by 
the Iowa Constitution. 
l 5 Again, a fundamental part of the overall 
acceptable use policy. 
l 2 Much of this subject can be bargained with 
employee groups, so the only policy I can see is: 
1) assure the superintendent does not allow 
violation of the law, and 2) the staff and 
administration adhere to the terms of negotiated 
agreements. 
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l 4 This may be covered, to a large extent, in existing 
policies. So, this may not be as revolutionary as 
one might think at first blush. Boards should 
remember, though, as they craft such a policy, 
that they, too, fall under the scrutiny of such a 
policy. 
l 4 Same as for other use of district property. 
l 2 This is addressed in general Public Trust policies. 
Technology does not need to be separated. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a district retaining the right to inspect 
and review district provided staff electronic mail 
by the district if given cause to review. 
l 5 District employees generally do not have the 
understanding that their documents and email are 
not private if they are on school-owned resources. 
l 4 If I am remembering correctly, an employer has 
the legal right to inspect and review employee e-
mail. Thus, I think that this should be made very 
clear to employees. A way to do this is to have a 
clearly stated Board Policy. 
l 5 This policy has to be in place and widely 
publicized before proceeding—as we have seen 
in the private sector, there is great potential here 
for abuse 
l 4 As noted above, these files are public records. 
Additionally, the district may require access to 
investigate for possible disciplinary reasons. But 
the circumstances under which such record are 
reviewed should be very explicit. 
l 2 See comments to question #1.1 only disagree b/c 
I wouldn't limit review to "cause." 
l 5 This should not be a separate policy, but again 
part of the overall acceptable use policy—law 
governs this, but stakeholders need to be formally 
aware and policy provides this formal awareness. 
l 2 I don't think boards of education should get 
involved in the detail enforcement of Acceptable 
Use Policies. They should require the 
superintendent to stay within the law, to enforce 
negotiated agreements and policies, and be 
respectful of individual privacy. How e-mail is 
monitored and controlled is a operating 
procedure, not a board policy. 
l 5 The district will be held responsible for the 
content of such files, so they ought to let folks 
know that they will be accountable for what is 
present and the conditions under which the 
district will view such files. 
l 5 Should be spelled out in staff privacy statement. 
l 5 As stated above, it is the right of the employer to 
inspect e-mail, IF, notice is given in advance of 
that possibility and it is stated clearly that there is 
no expectation of privacy in equipment that is 
purchased, maintained and controlled by the 
district. Policy is the best way to enshrine this 
principle. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a district retaining the right to inspect 
and review district provided student electronic mail 
if given just cause to review. 
l 5 This is an issue of student protection that should 
be taken seriously but not to the point that files 
are examined without cause. Legal opinions 
should be gathered. 
l 4 I don't know the legal situation on this. However, 
I support the idea that the rules be the same for 
students and employees, and that the rules be 
made clear to both. 
l 5 As above, this policy has to be in place and 
widely publicized before proceeding—as we have 
seen in the private sector, there is great potential 
here for abuse 
l 2 See reasoning above. 
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l 5 Above. 
l 2 I don't think boards of education should get 
involved in the detail enforcement of Acceptable 
Use Policies. The board should require the 
superintendent to stay within the law, to enforce 
negotiated agreements and policies, and be 
respectful of individual privacy. How e-mail is 
monitored and controlled is a detail operating 
procedure, not a board policy issue. 
i 5 The district will be held responsible for the 
content of such files, so they ought to let folks 
know that they will be accountable for what is 
present and the conditions under which the 
district will view such files. 
l 5 Should be spelled out in student privacy 
statement. 
l 5 Same as the previous question. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the wording of parent permission slips 
l 3 Boards should be informed, but not necessarily 
involved. 
related to student e-mail accounts. l 3 I believe that the district should have a policy. I 
believe the policy should be written by a 
knowledgeable lawyer. It is not obvious to me 
that the board needs to be involved at more than a 
superficial level. 
l 5 We spent more than a year putting this together to 
ensure that we were legally protected and to place 
the burden of responsibility squarely on the 
shoulders of the students and their parents rather 
than the district—we took on the roll of a "good 
parent" 
l 4 But parental permission should not have to be 
acquired each year. Once per school attended is 
enough. 
l 5 Because most students are minors the parents are 
required to provide consent to the use of email 
accounts and are also put on notice what 
behaviors constitute acceptable use of the 
account. It also gives some responsibility for 
teaching/implementing those rules with their 
children. 
l 1 Permission forms are exhibits to policy—boards 
should not approve exhibits as policy, but be 
aware of their attachment. 
l 2 I don't think boards of education should get 
involved in the detail enforcement of Acceptable 
Use Policies. The board should require the 
superintendent to stay within the law, to enforce 
negotiated agreements and policies, and be 
respectful of individual privacy. How e-mail 
accounts are assigned, monitored and controlled 
is a detail operating procedure, not a board policy 
issue. 
l 1 This is an administrative function. 
l 2 This is a level of detail to which the board of 
education does not need to go. This can be taken 
care of by regulation, which lies within the 
purview of the superintendent and professional 
educators. The policy should state generally what 
needs to be accomplished, the wording can be 
taken care of by the superintendent and the 
school attorney. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to how quickly staff should be expected to 
reply to e-mail and voice-mail messages. 
l 2 This is an administrative function 
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l l 1 think that this is an issue that can be handled on 
a department by department basis in a school, or 
on a school by school basis. I have similar 
feelings about rules on responding to phone calls, 
faxes, letters, requests for appointments, and so 
on. Some general guidelines are desirable, but not 
at the level of Board Rules. 
l 2 Not a policy but training in netiquette 
l 1 I don't think such a policy would be useful or 
enforceable. There are too many exceptions 
which would be carved out in the policy which 
would render it useless (i.e., teacher was out sick 
for a day or two or just had a large workload that 
week, etc). The policy of the board regarding 
public communication may be applicable or the 
supt/building principal may make it a "goal" to 
respond to parents/public "promptly" (or some 
other term which would be definable w/in each 
set of circumstances). Also, legally I don't believe 
anyone could be terminated for solely violating 
such a policy if enacted. For example, if a teacher 
repeatedly fails to communicate in a timely 
manner with a parent, the parent will probably 
contact the principal for resolution. If it is an 
isolated incident, that may or may not come out 
in an evaluation by the principal. If failure to 
communicate w/parents repeatedly comes up in 
an evaluation, chances are there are other issues 
there as well which would be cause for 
termination. 
l 2 General expectations should be considered in 
regulations, but no policy should be enacted due 
to the number of mitigating circumstances. 
l 2 A much more over arching policy, requiring the 
superintendent to assure there is a minimum of 
bureaucratic indifference in the organization 
would be more useful that a specific formula for 
returning phone & e-mail messages. 
l 5 We have clearly been able to establish that 
communication is the key to the success of online 
learning. 
l 2 This is an administrative function. 
l 2 This should be left to teachers' professional 
judgment, but could considered as part of a 
performance review. 
l 2 Again, this is an operational matter, not a matter 
of policy. Dictating day-to-day behavior—and 
the relative wisdom thereof—is a judgment call 
for the administration to make. I would not even 
say that a policy is needed for replying to board 
members—since there should be very little 
occasion where a board member has to 
communicate with anyone other than the 
superintendent and senior-level staff on any 
matters of substance. Thus, time would not be of 
the essence. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to electronic vandalism which may include 
hacking or attempts to hack district 
servers/services, the purposeful introduction of a 
virus, unauthorized use of a student or staff 
network account, and physical damage to 
computers or other electronic equipment. 
l 3 This is an administrative function that should be 
included in the student code of conduct which 
then gets approved by the Board. 
l 3 A school district needs policy on the full range of 
inappropriate behavior toward people, machines, 
buildings and grounds, books, etc. I see no reason 
for the School Board to get involved in setting 
detailed policy for some specific piece of this 
overall issue. 
l 5 And for students, the potential of retroactive birth 
control 
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l 5 Again, the students and staff are legally required 
to know what behavior is acceptable/ 
unacceptable and the consequences for violating 
such a policy before a student/staff can be 
disciplined. 
l 5 Fundamental part of the overall acceptable use 
policy. 
l 2 Board policy should be global, concerning all 
illegal activities and protection of privacy, not 
just electronic related. 
l 2 These are administrative or law enforcement 
issues. 
l 5 This is a real possibility, and a policy, simply 
stated, allows the district the authority to take 
proper actions. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which holds the district harmless for the loss of 
electronically stored data from staff and students. 
l 3 1 don't know if that is possible. An attorney 
should be contacted. Regardless, the result should 
be publicly discussed. 
l 0 I am confused by this question. A Board might 
have a policy that holds harmless the employees 
in district. But, the district itself cannot be held 
harmless. If something bad happens and a well 
justified suit is.. .board can decide that no 
individual employee, no specific school, etc. 
would have to pay. 
l 5 You better do this in the age of litigation and the 
shirking of responsibility 
l 4 Having this in a policy and provided to staff and 
parents is a good strategy to avoid litigation. 
l 4 Students and staff should be given notice of the 
District's responsibility in such a situation. 
Otherwise, the student/staff could complain that 
the district had an obligation to store the material 
and in fact there is some type of implied warranty 
that it would be done by the District. 
l 5 Fundamental part of the overall acceptable use 
policy. 
l 2 I think a lawyer would need to answer this, but 
my feeling is a policy would be of little value in 
court. Holding someone harmless is a contractual 
concept, agreed to by specific parties. Board 
policy can not over ride an individual's right to 
bring legal action. 
l 4 Pretty weak support for this. My hunch is this is 
more a legal/risk management issue dealt with 
better by administrative rule 
l 4 This might be a one-liner in the acceptable use 
policy. It does not necessarily have to be a stand­
alone policy in and of itself. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the length of time backup tapes/disks are 
kept on which e-mail and electronic files are 
archived as it relates to the state's sunshine/open-
meetings law(s). 
i 2 There are laws that dictate this procedure that 
should be done administratively. 
l 3 It seems to me that this is a State issue, rather 
than a Board of Education issue. 
l 5 As per above, you better do this in the age of 
litigation and the shirking of responsibility. 
i 5 And most do not. 
l 5 They are legally required to have such a policy 
regarding retention in ALL formats for ALL 
records. 
l 1 Covered under record retention guidelines 
already 
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l 2 With respect to Board of Education policy, there 
should be a top-level, over-arching policy 
statement requiring the superintendent to take 
reasonable measures to prevent any practice or 
activity that is unlawful or not in filll compliance 
with the law. The school board would be the final 
judge of whether reasonable effort was 
implemented. It should be left to a 
Superintendent and staff to sort out the specific 
operating procedures. 
l 1 Clearly administrative. 
l 1 Unless mandated by law. 
l 5 For two reasons this is true. One is the one that 
you state about being in compliance with state 
laws on information. The second is that a purge 
or destruction policy—adhered to on a regular 
basis—can provide a defense for why certain 
electronic information is not available for 
discovery during that phase of a lawsuit. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which controls or sets parameters for the use of 
cellular phones and pagers by students. 
l 4 What used to be a concern in schools regarding 
drug trafficking, is now considered a security 
issue. Boards need to deliberate on their use. 
l 4 I agree, but tend to think of this in terms of 
general needs for policy on disruptions in the 
classroom. Do we need special policy on bringing 
an iPod or Walkman to class, or a laptop 
computer? 
l 5 My same comments governing notice of 
acceptable behavior and disciplinary action for 
violating the rules apply here as well. This may 
be covered in a general acceptable use policy 
adopted by the board and can only govern student 
behavior while at school or school-related 
functions. 
l 5 This should not be left up to individual teachers 
or schools—a district policy sets the benchmark 
for everyone. 
l 2 This is way to detail for the board. The related 
policy that would cover this topic is more top 
level and would deal with holding the 
superintendent responsible for assuring a proper 
and productive learning environment. This give 
the staff leeway to control electronic devises at 
some schools and not others. 
l 5 Cell phones and pagers proliferate among the 
student bodies and I think this matter should be 
considered in policy deliberations. However, I am 
not against cell phones; I merely think boards 
should ponder how they will frame policies to 
deal with the matter. 
l 1 Administrative. 
l 2 Building decision with parental input. 
l 5 Cell phone use by students is prevalent enough 
now that it warrants a district-wide policy, rather 
than permitting variances building-to-building. 
i 2 This should be an administrative function. 
l 3 Some staff in a school need to have such 
equipment in order to do their jobs. Do districts 
have policies about use of non-cell telephones by 
teachers? 
l 5 Same reasoning as above. 
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l 2 As in the case with students (above) this is to 
detail for the board. The related policy that would 
cover this topic is more top level and would deal 
with holding the superintendent responsible for 
assuring a proper and productive learning 
environment. An added factor is that the use of 
electronic devises by staff can become a contract 
negotiation item as well, which would make it 
even more problematic as a policy. 
l 4 Pagers and cell phones are interruptions to the 
school day. 
l 1 Administrative. 
l 2 This should be left to teacher' professional 
judgment, but could considered as part of a 
performance review. 
l 2 This seems like a building-level decision based 
on the circumstances present there, not a district-
wide issue. Thus, board policy is probably not the 
best way to handle this. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
regards to intellectual property rights of lessons, 
documents, tests, etc. created by a staff member for 
l 5 The contract of employment should include 
statements about works for hire and intellectual 
property. 
a district course, whether the course is face-to-face 
or a virtual/online course. 
l 5 This is a high level and important issue. The 
policy should be clearly communicated to all 
staff. If it is a new policy, it seems to me that it 
needs to grandfather activities from the past. 
l 5 Better be safe than sorry 
l 5 Having a policy in place will avoid confusion. 
l 3 It depends on if the District wants royalties from 
the copyrighted material and feels strongly itself 
about it. If the district wants to own the 
copyright, they should have a general work-for-
hire clause inserted in the policy and/or teacher 
contracts. Otherwise, I believe the general rule is 
it belongs to the teacher. There may be an 
authority issue for the schools in Iowa—where is 
the statutory authority to hold a copyright? If the 
l 4 However the language could be a negotiated item 
in a bargaining units contract. 
l 5 This could tear a school apart. There must be 
clearly defined guidelines before you hire and 
one begins working on tasks. 
l 5 Particularly in states where collective bargaining 
is an issue, this whole arena of intellectual 
property is massive. Again, the board should keep 
the Federal Copyright Law clearly in mind during 
deliberations. 
l 5 This protects the work of staff and others. 
l 3 This is potentially explosive ground, and I would 
have to see the policy and its parameters before 
forming an opinion. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with l 4 This discussion is similar to staff, but a bit 
regards to intellectual property rights of works different and needs to be discussed separately. 
created by students for a district course. l 1 I assume that legally such intellectual property 
belongs to the student who crates it. If I am right, 
then this is not a board policy issue. 
l 4 Actually, the district has no ownership rights over 
student works because students are not 
employees. But there should be a policy related to 
how student copyright rights are addressed. This 
approach is a really good way to teach students 
about the benefits of copyright law. 
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l l Legally, I don't think a school district can claim 
the work-for-hire doctrine covers the students 
because the school isn't paying them. Schools are 
in the business of encouraging students to be 
creative and create the sorts of material which 
may be copyrighted. Such a policy claiming the 
copyright for the school would violate the very 
purpose for which schools exist. 
l 2 It should be a district operating procedure at the 
direction of the Superintendent and within the 
law. 
l 5 Students have rights and many educators forget 
that they must ask permission to use student 
work. 
Boards of education should consider a policy or 
review an existing policy with respect to 
compliance the federal copyright laws, fair use 
compliance, and the liability associated with 
violations by a staff member. 
l 3 District administration should ensure adherence 
to state and federal law. The Board should feel 
comfortable that it is being handled. 
l 1 Note that after the first use of the word 
"compliance" there appears to be a word missing. 
In any event, it seems to me that there are laws. 
In my opinion a board does not need to make 
policy for possible violations of any one specific 
set of laws. Rather, they might make some 
general statement or policy about employ 
violations of laws. 
l 4 Especially a policy related to placement of works 
online. Districts should also consider adequacy of 
training. 
l 5 Schools are not above the law in this respect and 
should either create such a policy (the same 
notice and discipline reasoning applies here) and 
are legally bound to review it every 3 years (as 
with all policies). 
l 2 It should be a district operating procedure at the 
direction of the superintendent and within the 
law. 
l 3 Why would a board need to replicate what is 
present in law! 
l 5 If subject to an investigation for copyright, the 
policy shows due diligence. 
l 5 Compliance with the law is a demand, not an 
option. Schools should help in that regard by 
developing a policy stating the district's 
expectations of its staff. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
onl ine/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school within the state. 
l 4 This is generally identified in state code, but 
Boards should be aware and discuss how it plays 
out in their district. 
l 1 Actually, I think that this should be a policy 
developed by the State Board of Education and 
applied to all schools. 
l 4 As well as payment issues—which will be 
significant. 
l 5 This policy needs to be in place already— 
students have access to these course opportunities 
now and boards need to provide a clear method as 
to how credits will be accepted. 
l 2 A board of education hires qualified educators as 
superintendent precisely to make these kinds of 
decisions. It would be inappropriate to tie his or 
her hands. 
l 0 Depending on how the Internet school is 
established and developed, it may be considered 
external to the state or a part of it. 
l 5 Just as they would do for any other form of 
instructional source. 
l 2 This should be handled at a state level. 
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l 3 I think this is a case-by-case basis. Judgments 
have to be made along the way about what level 
of rigor will be acceptable, how to substitute 
electronic contact for seat time. There is no use, 
in my estimation, in raising this at all unless there 
is a course possibility in a board's state. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school from another state. 
l 4 If other states award credits to online courses, just 
as they do for face-to-face courses, the treatment 
should be the same. 
l 1 I think that this should be a State Board of 
Education issue, not a district by district issue. 
l 4 It's coming.. .and quickly. 
l 2 A board of education hires qualified educators as 
superintendent precisely to make these kinds of 
decisions. It would be inappropriate to tie his or 
her hands. 
l 5 Just as they would do for any other form of 
instructional source. 
l 2 This should be handled at a state level. 
l 3 See previous answer. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school from another country. 
l 4 Whatever policy is in place for face-to-face 
courses should include virtual courses. Their 
treatment may differ, but both should be 
addressed. 
l 1 I think this should be a State Board of Education 
issue, with a state policy applying to all schools 
in the state. 
l 2 A board of education hires qualified educators as 
superintendent precisely to make these kinds of 
decisions. It would be inappropriate to tie his or 
her hands. 
l 5 It is all about standards and accreditation. 
l 4 Whether a policy emerges from the consideration 
of the issue is relatively irrelevant. The point here 
is that, since so many opportunities for learning 
exist online, the concept should be considered 
carefully by the board. 
l 5 Just as they would do for any other form of 
instructional source. 
l 2 This should be handled at a state level. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from anon-accredited 
school or for-profit company. 
l 5 This is a can of worms. Boards should think this 
through very carefully. They may even find 
themselves responsible for paying for such 
courses. 
l 1 As in the three previous questions, I think that 
this is a state Board of Education issue. The 
underlying issue in all cases should be the quality 
of the course and the quality of the student 
learning that occurs from the course. 
l 2 A board of education hires qualified educators as 
superintendent precisely to make these kinds of 
decisions. It would be inappropriate to tie his or 
her hands. 
l 4 This can be enveloped in a comprehensive policy 
on credits, etc. 
i 5 Just as they would do for any other form of 
instructional source. 
l 2 This should be handled at a state level. 
l 3 There would have to be some mechanism in place 
to assure the quality. Then, it is up to officials 
locally to discuss the merits of the idea and how 
comparable the offerings are to what is happening 
in the classroom. 
202 
Issue text Round Rating Comment 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from a community 
college, college, or university. 
l 5 Dual enrollment is generally covered by school 
policy, this is no different. 
l 1 This should be a State Board of Education issue. 
l 2 A board of education hires qualified educators as 
superintendent precisely to make these kinds of 
decisions. It would be inappropriate to tie his or 
her hands. 
l 5 Just as they would do for any other form of 
instructional source. 
l 2 This should be handled at a state level. 
Boards of education should consider a policy on 
the use of free commercially sponsored Web 
l 3 Some standards might be imposed if using 
outside Web hosting 
hosting sites by staff for school-related clubs or 
activities. 
l 3 I think there is a more general issue of staff 
hosting Web sites for school-related clubs or 
activities or for their own classroom, etc. The 
same policy should apply whether the site is 
provided by the school, the district, or some other 
source. 
l 5 Not sure how many of these still function—the 
model was not successful. Districts should have a 
policy related to the protection of student 
information on any commercial site. 
l 5 This may actually be covered by an existing 
policy but the extent of commercialism allowed 
to reach students and the school's willingness to 
participate, should be evaluated very carefully by 
the board. If allowed, the board will have a 
difficult time not allowing other commercial 
access in various circumstances. 
l 4 Should be part of the overall acceptable use 
policy, most likely in the regulations section 
which the board may not have to technically 
approve, but it's attached to the policy. 
l 2 A detail operating practice that may change from 
year to year based on appropriate controls and 
attitude of staff. Other top level board policies 
would cover the main objects address here. 
l 3 Needs to be in sync with any other policies 
governing such activities. 
l 2 Should be a building decision. 
l 5 When matters impinge on the reputation of the 
school, it is incumbent on the board to be aware 
of it and to approve of it in some way. As I have 
said before, there is much research that would 
need to go into a policy of this type and it would 
have to be artfully worded, but an outright 
prohibition or approval with conditions at least 
address the issue. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the privacy of staff electronic files 
stored on district servers/equipment. 
2 5 Implementation of Board policies such as this 
should include carefully done staff development. 
Moreover, since in a typical state it may well be 
that a lot of the school district funding comes 
from the state, it would be better if the state 
developed a uniform policy. Finally, it seems to 
me that employees have some rights in this area. 
These should be carefully specified. 
2 5 The Round One comments seem to capture the 
issues. However, I think the communication will 
all in the district on the board policy becomes the 
key component to making the policy become 
functional. Otherwise, there becomes a policy-
after-policy whirlwind that evolves into senseless 
expectations 
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2 5 Clearly telling people what is "private" resolves 
any disputes that arise because of employee's 
expectations regarding privacy. This should be 
done by each school board based on community 
input and participation, not the state. What is 
expected for DMICSD (large urban districts w/ 
30000+ students) is not necessarily good for Fox 
Valley CSD (less than 250 students). 
2 5 The board should adopt an AUP along with 
language that indicates the district's rights and 
responsibilities. This includes privacy issues. 
2 5 I think this needs to be crystal clear. Most folks -
o not realize that their work email is an open 
book. 
2 5 It seems to me that students have even greater 
rights than employees of the district (i.e., the 
teachers). 
2 5 same comments as above 
2 5 The board should adopt an AUP along with 
language that indicates the district's rights and 
responsibilities. This includes privacy issues. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to the use of Internet filtering applications 
even if the district does not participate in e-rate 
funding. 
2 5 Regardless of the district's stance on filtering, it 
should be made public. 
2 3 I feel that an acceptable use policy is a school-
level decision, and that different schools in a 
district might well have different AUPs. My 
general opinion is that filtering is not a good 
approach. 
2 4 Each board should address the use of filters based 
on its community's standards and expectations. 
2 5 The board policy should refer to a safe learning 
environment including safe computing. HOW 
that is accomplished is an operational question. 
Since this typically raises issues of censorship, 
usually public comment is warranted. 
2 4 The organization is very vulnerable to the 
practices of their employees. Having no policy 
could set the organization up for serious scrutiny 
and a potential lawsuit if there is an incident. 
2 3 I don't think this is a policy issue. Individual 
schools should have the ability to determine how 
they can best insure appropriate access to Internet 
resources. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding what is student directory information in 
accordance with FERPA (Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act) and what directory 
information can or will be posted on Internet pages 
and used in print publications. This includes the 
use of names or parts of names, and the use of 
names with photographs or written works on Web 
pages. 
2 3 This is a law, districts do not have an option as to 
whether they should follow it or not. 
2 5 But FERPA should not control. The material 
placed online should be more restrictive and 
parents should be requested or informed about the 
Web disclosure. 
2 5 Under FERPA, the BOARD has to designate by 
policy (not procedure) what information is 
directory information (i.e., info that can be 
released by informing the parents annually what 
is designated as DI and unless the parent at that 
time objects, the school may release the info 
without any further action on its part) and what is 
confidential information (i.e., released only w/the 
affirmative consent of the parent). What info is 
designated as DI is up to the school board, based 
on community standards, as determined annually 
by the board (although some DI info is 
designated by federal rule, such as name, address, 
etc). 
2 4 Should be part of the AUP. 
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Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a commitment by staff to use district 
equipment and services, including e-mail accounts 
and Internet access, in an ethical manner. 
2 2 This issue makes me wonder if districts have 
telephone use policies, television or radio 
viewing and listening policies, etc. with respect to 
school property. Perhaps teachers should not use 
a school provided ballpoint pen and paper to 
write something that might be deemed 
inappropriate by the school board. I think that this 
issue is also problematic because legal and ethical 
mean different things, and ethical is difficult to 
define and prescribe. 
2 5 I don't see much sense in allowing any lower 
standard. Employees need to be clearly told what 
constitutes AU and anything less may result in 
disciplinary action. That may only be done by 
board policy. 
2 5 Should be part of the AUP. 
2 5 The more you engage the staff in the ethics issue 
and the risk to the organization, the more buy-in 
and compliance there will be. 
2 3 Legal, maybe, but ethical—what is ethical to one 
might not be ethical to another 
2 2 I think that this issue is also problematic because 
legal and ethical mean different things, and 
ethical is difficult to define and prescribe. 
2 5 same as above 
2 5 Should be part of the AUP. 
2 5 Kids need very strict guidelines in use and misuse 
of e-mail and the Internet. 
2 3 legal vs. "ethical" 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the personal use of public (district) 
equipment or services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). This 
is commonly known as "public trust." 
2 3 If such a policy is to be developed, it needs to 
apply to all school facilities and equipment 
(including telephone, pens and paper, etc.). I 
don't think much of this idea. 
2 5 Same reasoning as before. 
2 5 Should be part of the AUP. 
2 5 We allow our staff to use their computers for 
personal use. We make sure they know that their 
computer is ours as is all the data contained on it. 
They risk losing their personal information or 
having their personal information viewed. In 
other words, they use their school computer for 
personal use at their own risk. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a district retaining the right to inspect 
and review district provided staff electronic mail 
by the district if given cause to review. 
2 2 Does the wording of this suggest that a careful 
legal procedure must be followed to gain access? 
Who determines if "cause" exists? Who protects 
the employee? Can I use school provided e-mail 
to make a negative comment about the principal, 
the superintendent, the governor, the president? 
Hmmm. The more I think about this, the lower 
my rating. I tend to feel negatively about this. It 
seems to me that an employee "owes" a 
reasonable level of loyalty to the organization. 
However, an employee certainly has the rights to 
be critical of the organization and people in it. In 
some sense, inspecting an employee's e-mail is 
not a lot different than having hidden 
microphones that record an employee's 
conversations. Big brother is watching you??? 
2 5 The legal standard is "reasonable suspicion that 
the search would reveal evidence of a violation of 
district policy or the law." 
2 5 See comments to Q# 1 b/c this again goes to the 
employee's expectations of privacy. I would not 
limit review to only cause. 
2 5 Should be part of the AUP. 
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Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a district retaining the right to inspect 
and review district provided student electronic mail 
if given just cause to review. 
2 2 My "logic" is similar to that used above on the 
employee issue. School is supposed to be a safe 
place for students. The proposed policy is not my 
idea of e-mail being a safe place to communicate 
my ideas and feelings. 
2 5 Same as above. 
2 5 Should be part of the AUP. 
2 5 How does the doctrine of "in loco parentis" 
impact this issue? It seems that district leaders— 
leaders who truly care about their charges—will 
view this as a "protectionary" aspect in addition 
to, or in the place of, a "snoopervisory" role. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the wording of parent permission slips 
related to student e-mail accounts. 
2 2 Permission slip can be included in regulations/ 
procedures. Not necessarily policy. 
2 1 This is operational, not policy. 
2 2 Without due cause, this is not an issue that should 
consume the board's time nor energies. The 
board should leave matters such as this to the 
domain of the building-level administrator. If that 
administrator cannot handle matters such as this, 
then the board has a separate issue to contend 
with! 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to how quickly staff should be expected to 
reply to e-mail and voice-mail messages. 
2 I can imagine that a school or school district 
might have some guidelines on staff 
communication with other staff, parents, students, 
and so on. Thus, "good" communication would 
be a plus in a staff evaluation, and "poor" 
communication would be a minus. This would 
apply to the totality of communication modes 
available, not just phones and e-mail. 
2 1 same reasoning as before 
2 1 This is operational, not policy. 
2 1 Nope!!! "Nuffsaid!! 
2 2 This is a decision to be made by the individual 
professional. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to electronic vandalism which may include 
hacking or attempts to hack district 
servers/services, the purposefiil introduction of a 
virus, unauthorized use of a student or staff 
network account, and physical damage to 
computers or other electronic equipment. 
2 3 I don't think that special attention needs to be 
given to each possible category of inappropriate 
and/or illegal activity. 
2 5 It should also include generic statements related 
to any other possible (unanticipated) use and 
abuse of the system 
2 5 dame reasoning as before 
2 5 Should be part of the AUP. 
2 5 Should be a part of the general disciplinary 
policies. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which holds the district harmless for the loss of 
electronically stored data from staff and students. 
2 1 Both the district and the staffstudents should 
understand the idea of backup and should both 
make reasonable efforts to backup files. If the 
district fails to do an appropriate job of backing 
up files, I don't think they should be held 
harmless. 
2 4 At least it is an argument in litigation. 
2 2 This is assumed and is part of case law. Does not 
need to be a part of policy. 
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2 2 A school board policy that "holds the DISTRICT 
harmless" smacks of running from responsibility. 
There may be a place, a platform, a venue in 
which the board may wish to issue a statement of 
some kind—to insinuate that they lean toward a 
particular stand on this matter. However, for there 
to be a formal policy on this seems to border on 
sheer folly. Perhaps this could best be handled via 
administrative rule. Or, perhaps the board 
attorney could propose the proper role of the 
board here. My opinion is that there is a 
"disconnect" between "electronically stored data" 
(ordinarily a purview function of an IT 
department, etc.) and the intended purpose/role of 
a school board. I concur that the board must be in 
a position to protect the district in appropriate 
areas, but this just doesn't seem to be one of 
those. Of course, I could be wrong; I have many 
times previously! 
2 4 This needs to be accompanied by a written 
security/disaster recovery policy. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the length of time backup tapes/disks are 
kept on which e-mail and electronic files are 
archived as it relates to the state's sunshine/open-
meetings law(s). 
2 3 I assume that there are federal and/or state laws 
and guidelines on this. 1 don't see that a district 
needs a policy, other than to follow or exceed 
state and federal guidelines and laws. 
2 5 Same reasoning as before. They are already 
required under the open records law to have a 
retention policy for all records in all formats. 
2 1 This is operational, not policy. 
2 3 The board may simply desire to be apprised of 
what action the superintendent is taking, as s/he 
deals with building administrators on this matter. 
But, it isn't clear to me that the board needs a 
policy, per sé, on archiving longevity. 
2 5 I continue to believe that as a legal matter, it is 
better for the board to have a written policy that it 
can point to when it says in a legal proceeding 
that electronic information is not available. The 
rub is that the policy must be adhered to as a 
regular business practice—not as a sudden shield 
in the midst of pending or impending litigation. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which controls or sets parameters for the use of 
cellular phones and pagers by students. 
2 4 I think it should be (or may already be) addressed 
in the student and teacher behavior/discipline 
policies regarding disruptive behaviors. 
2 2 Operational, not policy. The policy should be 
related to an environment for learning that is free 
of disruption. Cell phones and pagers may fall 
under this, but should be addressed around the 
larger policy issue. 
2 2 This list of proposed policies is beginning to 
sound like: "Everything that is not required is 
forbidden." 
2 4 See above. 
2 2 Board does not have the right to control this. This 
is operational. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
regards to intellectual property rights of lessons, 
documents, tests, etc. created by a staff member for 
a district course, whether the course is face-to-face 
or a virtual/online course. 
2 5 I wonder why the term "district course" is used 
here. The issue seems to me the totality of 
intellectual property that a teacher creates, 
whether it is for a district course or a school 
course. 
2 4 You convinced me the board should address it 
somehow someway, maybe not necessarily in 
policy? Would need to look at copyright law to 
determine if it can be done in policy/cba or if it 
needs to be in personalized contract. 
2 5 Important issue for a board to consider with legal 
ramifications. 
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2 0 Building decision. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
regards to intellectual property rights of works 
created by students for a district course. 
2 l Why would a district need such a policy? If a 
student creates intellectual property, it belongs to 
the student. Right? 
2 l same reasoning as before 
2 3 Not really a board issue. Work created by a 
student is the student's work, period. The only 
policy implications are whether the district would 
like to use the student work for its publications, 
exhibitions, etc. 
Boards of education should consider a policy or 
review an existing policy with respect to 
compliance the federal copyright laws, fair use 
compliance, and the liability associated with 
violations by a staff member. 
2 1 Policy is not needed. I assume that the board has 
general policies about employees violating 
federal and other laws. No more need be said. 
2 2 legal issues need not be repeated in formal policy 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school within the state. 
2 1 In states where some or more than some of the 
school funding is provided by the state, this 
becomes a state issue. The State Board of 
Education should address this issue (or, the state 
legislature). The issue should not be handled in a 
district by district manner. 
2 4 If the state does not set standards for accepting 
credit from other instructional institutions, then 
each school district should. 
2 5 Credit acceptance issues should be considered by 
a board whether the course is electronic or not. 
The broader issue of legitimate credit should be 
the policy statement with online courses falling 
under that. 
2 4 If boards have policies that address how they 
handle the awarding of Carnegie-unit credits for 
courses in their own district, then it certainly 
seems prudent that they would at least address 
that happens when students—students enrolled in 
their own schools, and who will graduate from 
their schools—engage in courses (accredited 
source) from alternate origins. 
2 2 This should be in state statute. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school from another state. 
2 1 Same comment as above. This needs to be 
handled at a state level. 
2 4 Same as above. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school from another country. 
2 4 Same as above. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from a non-accredited 
school or for-profit company. 
2 1 Same comment as above. This needs to be 
handled at a state level. 
2 4 Same as above. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from a community 
college, college or university. 
2 1 Same comment as above. This needs to be 
handled at a state level. 
2 4 Same as above. 
Boards of education should consider a policy on 
the use of free commercially sponsored Web 
hosting sites by staff for school-related clubs or 
activities. 
2 1 It seems to me that a staff member has a right to 
make use of free, school-provided, and 
commercial provided (as well as self-provided) 
means of publication of materials to be used by 
students, staff, and others. 
208 
Issue text Round Rating Comment 
2 5 Same reasoning as before. The amount of 
commercialism allowed to reach students should 
be decided by the board (on a general level, not 
necessarily specific to Web hosting sites) based 
on community standards and input. 
2 4 The board should consider a broader advertising 
policy and how commercially sponsored Web site 
are impacted by this policy. This is a slippery 
slope for a board. 
2 2 Again, this should be a building decision. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy {to implement a program to} donate surplus 
computers to students. 
2 4 There are state laws for disposition of fixed 
assets. These need to be examined prior to any 
district setting policy. 
2 2 This is too limited. Every school district should 
have in place good methods of appropriately 
disposing of used equipment (computers and cars 
and etc.). 
2 3 By statute school boards can dispose of any 
personal property having a value of less than 
$5000 by any method it chooses. So, the board 
probably has a general policy (most allow the 
administration to just use any method they deem 
appropriate). I do not think there needs to be a 
separate policy re: giving computers to 
students—just convince the administration. I do 
see problems with someone recovering info from 
the hard drive and there are increasing 
environmental issues that are associated wZ 
disposing of computers. These should be 
addressed. 
2 5 The policy should relate to keeping to a district 
standard. The specifics are operational and 
shouldn't be considered by the board. 
2 1 This is not a place for policy. However, I think it 
would be a noble move by the board to offer a 
statement of advocacy for such activities. I 
suspect, however, that in some locations, schools 
would find this problematic, especially if school-
owned computers, bought with tax dollars, 
continue to be considered publicly-owned and 
cannot be "given away"—especially if other 
school property cannot be disposed of in a similar 
fashion. For example, what about the old pickup 
truck that the maintenance department used, but 
which is now "surplus"? Wouldn't that make a 
nice fishing truck for some high school student? 
2 3 They can if they choose, but should? 
2 2 This does not require Board policy. In Minnesota, 
state law is in effect for the disposal or donation 
of used equipment and materials. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to copyright compliance in the 
acquisition of software, and {the process} for 
placing software on district computers. 
2 4 This should be part of their acceptance of AUP 
policy. Districts MUST obey the law! 
2 1 I don't see why a Board Policy is needed in order 
to say that laws should be followed. 
2 5 Unfortunately we are in a time where everything 
has to be spelled out if we are to preserve our 
collective behinds. 
2 5 May be considered part of the AUP or another 
behavior/discipline policy. Illegal placement of 
software on district property without supervisory 
consent or knowledge is a growing problem and 
many software companies.have formed 
associations that aggressively pursue these 
violations. 
2 2 already part of AUP 
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2 4 Copyright compliance is a board issue but the 
process for placing software on district computers 
is definitely not a board issue. 
2 2 This is a legal issue. Does one need a policy to 
expect compliance with the law? 
2 3 This should be addressed under general policy on 
copyright compliance. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding commercialism and collection of 
information from students by for-profit entities. 
2 5 Dangerous territory. 
2 0 The statement seems to be missing some words, 
so I am not able to express an opinion. 
2 0 This statement is not clear—I think there should 
be a policy for the collection of information from 
students by for-profit entities but I'm not sure 
that this is what your statement intends. 
2 2 This should be generally covered in the FERPA 
policy or some type of commercialism policy. I 
somehow don't think when you tell parents 
annually that their child's ITBS scores are DI and 
you do not need their consent before releasing it, 
that it will sit well w/the community, much less 
sell it to some company in who knows where. 
2 2 Covered under federal law. 
2 5 This should be considered under FERPA and 
directory information. Everything else should not 
be permitted. 
2 5 This goes to the "in loco parentis"— 
protectionism—concept of school governance. 
2 5 This may not need to be a separate policy, but 
should be addressed in general student data 
privacy policy. 
2 5 The issues of commercialism is increasingly a 
contentious one in school circles. A district 
policy makes clear what kinds of relationships are 
permitted and which ones prohibited. This makes 
good sense. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on how to handle requests to donated 
computers. 
2 3 I believe this is an administrative issue. The 
Board gets involved when they accept or reject 
the donation as part of their Board meeting 
proceedings. 
2 1 I don't think this needs to be handled at a Board 
Policy level. Or, if it is, the policy should apply 
to all non-cash donations to the district. 
2 0 Again this statement is not clear—how can one 
handle requests "to" donated computers—is it to 
donate computers or is it requests related to 
donated computers? 
2 3 see answer to giving computer to students 
2 1 administrative practice 
2 2 This is operational. 
2 0 The wording of this item is confusing to me. I can 
think of 3-4 ways to interpret it. Therefore, I 
must file a "No Opinion" response, in the absence 
of knowing precisely what you mean. 
2 3 Not unless they find their administrators are not 
dealing with the distribution equitably. 
2 2 This does not require policy. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on many academically-oriented policy areas 
that pertain to information and communication 
technology. 
2 0 Not sure what you mean on this one. 
2 5 My rating applies to the idea that student 
achievement standards or goals, and staff 
effective use standards or goals should be part of 
board Policy. 
2 0 I'm really not sure what you are asking here by 
"academically-oriented policy areas"—sorry. 
2 0 This is too broad to assess. 
2 | 3 I don't understand the question. 
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2 3 Difficult to understand the question. Some 
examples would help. 
2 0 Unclear. "Many" is a phrase that germinates 
nebulosity! :-) 
2 0 1 don't understand the prompt 
2 0 1 don't understand the question. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on students being able to turn in written 
assignments electronically (for example, as e-mail 
attachments). 
2 2 Administrative authority. 
2 2 I don't think that we are yet ready for a district 
policy. Individual faculty (I assume) have the 
right to set policy for their own students. 
2 2 too detail for board policy issue. Should be up to 
teacher/building. 
2 2 This becomes operational very fast. The policy 
should be around equal access and authenticity, 
not specifically on the how. 
2 3 I think it would be admirable for the board to 
establish this as a "monitoring point"—an area 
they want to watch. However, I am not convinced 
that firm board policy is necessary yet. 
2 1 administrative rule 
2 2 This should remain a building/individual teacher 
decision. 
2 2 This is not only a building decision, it is a teacher 
and classroom work decision. While board 
members should encourage and even model 
technology use, to mandate its acceptance in a 
learning environment seems too intrusive on the 
academic flexibility needed by the teacher to set 
her or his own rules. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding electronics and academic issues; 
plagiarism via Web sites, term paper checking 
services and their use by teachers, as two 
examples. 
2 3 This again is a legal question where the district 
must obey the law. Discussion should be part of 
Student Code of Conduct and/or AUP. 
2 1 I don't feel that a new policy is needed, if the 
district or schools have policies about non-
plagiarism. 
2 5 Should already be covered by behavior/discipline 
policy or AUP. If not, the board should get one. 
2 1 These are operational issues. The board should 
adopt a policy of fairness in academic work, no 
matter what the delivery mechanism, the rest is 
strictly operational. 
2 0 At one time, I taught a course on "electronics." 
As worded, your statement covers a myriad of 
considerations. For example, "electronics" may 
refer to hand-held devices, Walkmans, etc. I 
promise that I'm not trying to be trite here; I 
merely am attempting to respond to your query 
sensibly. However, because I don't really 
understand what you're after, I cannot file an 
opinion. Sorry!! 
2 2 No more so than other policies for plagiarism and 
the like. 
2 2 District academic honesty policy or building 
guidelines should cover this. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding labor issues, such as the use of e-
mail for political or union purposes. 
2 3 I believe this is also a legal issue. 
2 0 I assume that this is already covered by the types 
of policies mentioned previously. 
2 3 Should be part of the district's use of property 
already. 1 assume most districts do not let unions 
use their phone system to make phone calls to 
potential members, etc. so why would e-mail be 
different? Definitely not allowed by state law for 
political purposes as is. 
2 2 Already contained in AUP. 
2 5 Part of the AUP. 
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2 4 I would agree in so far as the law requires the rest 
may be a bargaining question. 
2 5 Yes, plus this may/must be a part of contractual 
or initial-employment agreements. This whole 
area will make for some truly intriguing 
conversation, I suspect! ! 
2 2 No more so than any other communication 
device. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding provision of information to 
parents, along with disclaimer of liability. 
2 0 Don't quite understand where you are headed on 
this one. 
2 0 The proposed policy area is unclear to me, so I 
have no opinion. 
2 5 Should be part of AUP. 
2 2 This is typically protected by law. 
2 3 Don't know what this means. 
2 0 I am not sure I understand the issues involved 
here. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to disclosure of personal information 
online by staff or students. 
2 4 Privacy laws must be followed. Discretionary 
information should be discussed by the board. 
2 1 Meaning unclear. Personal information about 
who or whom? Would such a policy forbid me to 
accept a paper electronically, grade it, and 
provide an electronic response to the submitter? 
Come on, you all, think! 
2 3 Wouldn't this be covered by the AUP? 
2 4 In the AUP and protected by law. Mostly 
operational. 
2 4 I would agree in a broad sense, personal 
information in all forms needs to be protected. 
2 4 although I'm not sure of who this applies to 
2 4 Should be addressed in board adopted AUP. 
2 5 This should be a part of any AUP 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to educational use of the Internet and 
when non-educational use can occur. 
2 3 This is a classroom management issue and should 
be handled by administrators and teachers. 
2 1 I am not sure what is being suggested. When I 
cannot understand what is being suggested, my 
choices seem to be "strongly disagree" or "no 
opinion." 
2 3 I am not sure what this means. If it is referring to 
educational use when faculty/staff have more 
open use, then yes., they should define the 
parameters. 
2 5 should be part of AUP 
2 2 This is best left to the administration. 
2 2 This should remain a building/individual teacher 
or librarian decision. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to ensuring public input. 
2 0 Public input on what? 
2 0 Public input on what? How would this differ 
from what already exists? 
2 3 Public input to what? 
2 1 Isn't that the very core of a democracy? The 
public has the ultimate input by electing its 
officials. No need for a separate policy. 
2 2 This pertains to the larger mission of the board in 
monitoring their own work. It should be broad, 
not necessarily just related to IT work. 
2 2 that the public must use technology to give input. 
What happens if someone doesn't give input— 
suspend their kid; double their taxes? 
2 2 This is a management issue, not a policy issue. 
Open meeting laws cover this already. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to ongoing evaluation and revising 
of {ICT (information and communication 
technologies)} policy. 
2 1 I assume that the Board already periodically 
reviews its policies. 
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2 l Boards are required to review and update their 
policies every 3 years. The method of doing so 
should be established by each board (i.e., use 
community input or just board members, or staff, 
etc.). 
2 l All policies should be reviewed on an ongoing 
schedule, not just ICT"s. 
2 2 General policy review should cover this. 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to staff supervision of student use of 
the Internet, as well as monitoring activities. 
2 2 This is an administrative issue. 
2 3 In the larger context of filtering software and 
other measures for ensuring student safety. 
2 2 General supervision should be part of the AUP 
and but don't want to get too detailed (i.e., 1 
teacher for each child using the interne, etc.). 
Also, I wouldn't think there is a policy for classes 
that require use of the library or other resources. 
2 2 Policy should relate to a safe environment. HOW 
it is done is operational. 
2 2 This is best left to the administration. 
2 2 I don't think this is a policy issue. Individual 
schools should have the ability to determine how 
they can best insure appropriate access to Internet 
resources. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to the safety and security of students 
when using electronic communications. 
2 4 Protecting students IS the board's responsibility. 
2 1 I think that this issue is adequately covered by 
other proposed policy areas. 
2 5 Should be part of asp. 
2 2 already in AUP 
2 4 The policy should not be just technology related, 
it should be broader and include all forms of 
safety. 
2 4 Maybe this is more of a "position statement" than 
board policy, though. 
2 0 This question is somewhat vague. Sounds like the 
Acceptable Use Policy would cover this sort of 
thing. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy requiring Web sites to be compliant with 
disability standards. 
2 3 Students would miss out on a lot if this was done, 
yet all students should have access to information 
and this would move the issue forward. 
2 4 The policy should state that the district follows 
the federal and state laws. 
2 3 The only Web site the school has control over is 
their own so what would a policy add. I think 
most schools feel they are required to be 
compliant by the ADA or IDEA. 
2 2 Too detailed for the board. It should be the 
superintendent's job to establish proper 
guidelines considering the legal and auricular 
issues. 
2 4 Covered under federal legislation. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that clearly define material and activities 
that are inappropriate—allowing for age 
distinctions. 
2 2 This is too subjective and would consume a board 
to do is even somewhat completely. 
2 1 An impossible task. 
2 3 Creative teachers and student will find ways that 
are not covered by some policy—and they 
should. However, boards need to provide general 
parameters. 
2 5 Should be standard, GENERAL language in the 
AUP. However, board shouldn't get specific in 
policy nor in procedure. 
2 2 Should be the superintendent's job to work the 
detail, by grade level, by community school (if 
necessary). 
2 4 similar to any other materials policy 
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2 2 This is a basic tenet of teacher professionalism 
that does not need to be restated or made into 
policy. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that provides a process whereby third parties 
can contact the district with any complaints related 
to material on district Web site(s), as vehicle to 
ward off possible litigation. 
2 3 I think established means for communicating 
with the Board would work. 
2 0 I don't understand the issue being raised. 
2 5 Should be part of a general complaint policy for 
school boards whereby a member of the 
community can express their complaints/concerns 
regarding ANY topic, through appropriate 
channels. I don't think a separate policy is needed 
just for Web site material. 
2 1 Operational, not board policy. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that would encourage "open computers" 
assessment. This would be an expansion on the 
idea of "open book" and "open notes" assessment, 
and would be designed to encourage curriculum 
content and assessment that are more authentic and 
aligned than is currently the case. 
2 2 This is an administrative issue. 
2 5 If the Board sets general policies on curriculum 
content, instructional processes, and assessment, 
then it probably needs to refine or redo these 
policies to reflect the substantial changes that 
information and communication technology is 
bringing to the world. 
2 2 I would assume if the board has a policy 
regarding "open book" or "open note" assessment 
it would be easy to add a similar provision for 
"open computer." I'm not sure that a specific 
board policy just for this issue is needed. Schools 
already have a student behavior/discipline policy 
that discourages plagiarism, cheating, etc. under 
which this behavior should fit. 
2 2 I don't think policies "encourage" anything. They 
dictate. This looks like it reduces the degree to 
which individual teachers can determine their 
own methodologies. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to "virtual" opportunities} 
available, {such as} should the number of courses 
outside of the traditional school day be limited or 
should a student be allowed to leave the school 
building and take some courses from home. For 
example, a student takes 3 courses at the school 
location and 3 courses at home. {Is seat time a non-
issue?} 
2 2 In most cases, I think the state would be the 
correct agency to develop this type of policy, not 
individual districts. 
2 2 I think that this is covered by other policy ideas 
listed above. In any event, I feel this should be a 
statewide issue. 
2 5 I assume this would be included in the question 
above related to the parameters for accepting 
virtual/online credit (i.e., school will only accept 
1 2 or 3 credits from virtual/online accredited 
institution, etc.). 
2 5 This should apply to all off-campus courses, not 
just online courses. 
2 1 Boards have no expert knowledge to decide detail 
issues like this. That's why they hire educators to 
run the system. 
2 4 Worthy of their consideration 
2 0 they can if they want, but required to? 
2 2 This should be covered by state statute. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to {staff} use of personal 
technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
2 1 Administrative issue 
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2 4 I'm not sure if the questions means schools 
should encourage use of technology, and if so, I 
would assume there is some general policy 
statements encouraging the use of tech in the 
district in the AUP or other general policy. 
However, I'm not sure the district could 
terminate staff for failing to use the pad or laptop 
as long as they are effectively teaching. Or the 
question could cover the use of these devices by 
staff in the classroom, and then I would assume 
this would be generally covered in the personnel 
discipline/behavior policy. For example, I don't 
think schools generally allow disruptive behavior 
by the teacher, like leaving in the middle of class 
to take a phone call. I think that the same policy 
would prohibit the teacher be allowed to stop 
class to update the pad or return email or answer 
a cell phone call. 
2 2 Building decision. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to continued funding for 
technologies, especially as legacy technologies are 
victims of planned obsolescence. 
2 5 Huge issue and should be well thought out and 
supported by the Board 
2 3 If a Board isn't already doing this for all of the 
equipment, facilities, buildings, etc. in the 
district, then I feel the Board is incompetent. It is 
not clear that the issue really needs to be raised 
just for computers. 
2 2 I think there should be some commitment by the 
board on how it will update and pay for 
technology. This may simply be part of the 
budget process, a resolution adopted by the board 
stating its intent to always continue to fund and 
encourage the use of technology, the types of 
agreements the board directs the admin to enter 
for tech equipment, etc. but I don't believe it 
should be a "policy" level issue. I'm sure schools 
do not do the same for library materials, band 
instruments, textbooks, etc. and I don't believe 
tech should be treated differently. 
2 2 A board commitment is appropriate, but not in 
policy. 
2 3 In a broad sense, technology funding is no 
different than teacher pay funding. They should 
all be ongoing board & Superintendent issues. 
2 2 it ought to be considered in the budget process 
2 2 Why separate out technology for maintenance 
funding? Is parking lot resurfacing, repainting or 
tuck-pointing covered by board policy? 
2 1 This is a moving target, and any lock-in infringes 
on board decision-making. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to guidelines for hiring— 
considering whether they should be amended in 
light of a techno-capable population of applicants. 
To what extent, and in what way, are technology 
"capabilities" and/or literacy to be expected of new 
hires? 
2 2 Administrative issue 
2 3 I think that this would be a good topic for board 
discussion and perhaps some general guidelines 
or recommendations—but, not "policy." 
2 5 This is particularly true if teacher candidates are 
graduates of NCATE accredited institutions. This 
district should be able expect a certain level of 
expertise. 
2 2 Each job should have a job description associated 
with it but those are not done at the board level, 
but at the admin level. Amended the job 
qualifications might be appropriate to reflect 
changed in technology capabilities and literacy 
but not a board level issue. 
2 2 The policy should be to hire the best applicant for 
every job. Technology specific criteria are 
operational. 
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2 2 The superintendent should deal with pay issues, 
staying within the established budget and funding 
sources. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to issues surrounding wireless 
technologies. 
2 3 Administrative issue 
2 1 This seems outside of topics that I think a board 
should consider. 
2 4 Functionally, there should be some protection 
through a firewall. However, this may not be an 
appropriate "policy" issue. Rather, it is a process 
issue in reaching a goal set by the board. 
2 5 Wireless technologies should be addressed in any 
asp policy. 
2 4 Security and safety is the broader policy issue. 
Wireless should fall under that, but not 
specifically called out in policy. 
2 2 Wireless issues are no different than telephone 
issues from a board level. They should be 
covered, but in a broad sense by other policies 
2 1 This is a detail better addressed by other experts 
rather than the board of education. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to student use of personal 
technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
2 2 Administrative issue 
2 1 This might be a good topic for Board discussion 
and Board education, but I don't think it is an 
appropriate topic for Board policy. (I might be 
persuaded that it is OK for a Board to develop 
and implement a policy for providing laptops 
and/or PDAs for all students and staff.) 
2 5 I think that these can be enfolded into policies 
outlined in previous statements 
2 0 See the same comments to the staff use of 
personal tech devices. 
2 2 student behavior handbook 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to student use of mobile 
technology devices such as the use of handheld 
computing devices., .and the matter of portability, 
integration into existing network schema, etc. 
2 2 Administrative issue 
2 0 1 am not sure what the intent is, here. 
2 4 1 would assume this would be part of the asp 
policy and not a specific policy. 
2 2 Operational. 
2 2 Administrative detail. Would best fit as a 
Operating Procedure. 
2 2 student behavior handbook 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to the requirements to educate 
students related to safe and responsible use of the 
Internet. 
2 2 This should be included in the curriculum, which 
the Board approves, not a separate policy. 
2 5 Absolutely! This was determined to be a 
necessary component of the student standards 
some time ago. 
2 5 Should be std asp policy to do so and integrated 
into the classroom already. I'm not sure of the 
level of detail required by policy. Schools 
probably don't have the same type of policy for 
other classes which carry a higher degree of risk, 
like student-built houses, etc. 
2 5 Part of the curriculum framework. 
2 2 Should be part of teaching students to be 
responsible citizens and covered under the 
curriculum expectation policies 
2 3 Should be considered as a part of the general 
curriculum 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to use of school-owned 
technologies (computers, resources, etc.) by non-
employee publics who use school facilities, 
particularly after hours. Ex: night classes taught at 
school. 
2 5 The exposure to the district could be huge if a 
policy is not developed and adopted. 
2 0 I assume that this is already covered by more 
general policies about use of school and district-
owned buildings and facilities. 
2 5 Should be included in std asp policy. The adult 
and community ed programs are sponsored by the 
school so participants are still covered by the asp 
policy, as well as other board policies. 
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2 4 Facilities policy. 
2 3 In some communities it might be necessary to 
have a policy. In others the issues can be up to 
the administration 
2 2 This should be covered by general facility use 
policy. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to Web pages created by 
students off site that references the school or its 
employees in a negative light. Comment: In our 
state we make a strong differentiation between 
policies (only set by board) and guidelines. Some 
of these items better fall under the category of 
guideline. 
2 2 Freedom of speech still exists. Libel and slander 
can be invoked if the information can be proven 
untrue. 
2 4 This should be covered by other student 
discipline/behavior policies. For example, 
schools frequently run into "underground" 
student newspapers which portray school 
personnel in a negative light and cover the same 
issues as the Web site example. I don't see a need 
for specific policy or guidelines related only to 
Web sites but believe the issue should be covered 
by other, more general policies. 
2 5 The rights of the district, and those issues outside 
the purview of the district should be clearly 
defined as spelled out in the law. 
2 1 Mostly a legal issue. Courts would disregarded 
policies that attempt to control activities 
occurring outside the school property. 
2 2 legal issues 
2 2 This is outside school jurisdiction. Do we have 
policies that cover student misbehavior 
(shoplifting for example) outside of school? 
2 5 I agree only if the district has in mind to punish 
the student for such conduct. A caveat, though, 
that there are free speech issues that must be 
waded through carefully on this one. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider on 
the information and communication technology 
standards that are to be met by newly hired 
teachers. For example, a board might have a policy 
that new-hires must meet the ISTE NETS for 
teachers, or that they must meet them within two 
years of being hired. 
2 2 While I strongly agree with the concept, this is an 
administrative issue. 
2 5 Of course, an alternative is that a School Board 
might set a policy that the district will completely 
ignore ISTE and other such standards, following 
only standards set by the state in which they 
reside. (Sob!) 
2 0 This depends on the state's credentialing 
requirements. 
2 5 And all new administrators hired should also 
meet the NET* A standards. 
2 2 See comments above relating to tech 
literacy/capability. I don't believe this is a board 
issue but relates to the job qualifications set by 
the admin. 
2 1 Operational not policy. 
2 1 The superintendent may or may not find some 
standards of value. His or her performance should 
be judged on how well students perform, and not 
encumbered by the board's belief as to hiring 
practice. 
2 3 permissible, depending on needs of district 
*NEW* Boards of education should develop policy 
on the issue of an authentic alignment between 
instruction that involves information and 
communication technology, and assessment. Thus, 
the policy might state that if students are expected 
to learn to use ICT to do certain tasks, then their 
assessment in these areas should be hands-on. 
2 2 Administrative issue 
2 5 This is a statement about ICT. More generally, a 
Board might have a policy about authentic 
curriculum content, authentic instructional 
processes, and authentic assessment that applies 
to the entire schooling process. (See, for example, 
the work of Grant Wiggins.) 
2 0 This does not seem to be a policy issue. 
2 2 Not a board policy issue but a building/admin 
issue. Boards should not tell teachers how to 
assess every single type of assignment, which is 
what such a policy would lead to. 
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2 l Operational. 
2 2 To detail for a board. The assessment policy of 
the board should not get into the specific 
methodology for a particular subject or content 
area. 
2 1 wouldn't this be something that falls within the 
purview of the teacher? wouldn't a sound district 
work with teachers too ensure appropriate 
teaching strategies? 
2 3 These skills should be a part of the school 
curriculum. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the privacy of staff electronic files 
stored on district servers/equipment. 
3 4 I continue to feel that it is very important for the 
board to CONSIDER such a policy. This doesn't 
necessarily mean that I feel the board should 
DEVELOP or even APPROVE the policy. 
However, I think the board should ponder this 
concept and even to ponder the impact a policy 
would have upon day-to-day practice. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
respect to the use of Internet filtering applications 
even if the district does not participate in e-rate 
funding. 
3 4 It seems to me that this is a Board level problem 
and that if they propose filtering, they should 
budget for it. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a commitment by staff to use district 
equipment and services, including e-mail accounts 
and Internet access, in an ethical manner. 
3 5 I am somewhat surprised that the mean is almost 
a full point lower than my score. To me, this is a 
foundational requirement that makes plain, clear 
and public that the equipment belongs to the 
district, setting parameters on use and penalties 
for misuse. This is an absolute must from both a 
legal and pragmatic standpoint. 
3 5 See my comments above in relation to 
employees. It is the same premise for students, 
perhaps even more so. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the personal use of public (district) 
equipment or services (e-mail, Internet, etc.). This 
is commonly known as "public trust." 
3 4 As I reconsider, I realize that this aspect is not as 
strong as the previous two questions. Therefore I 
downgraded my rating, but still believe that it is 
proper and wise to proceed in this manner. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a district retaining the right to inspect 
and review district provided staff electronic mail 
by the district if given cause to review. 
3 2 This strikes me as micro-managing by the board. 
The superintendent should have an operating 
policy specific to this issue. The board should 
have a top level policy dealing with acceptable 
use of all school district assets. 
3 5 Everyone should know what is expected of them. 
3 4 important: "retaining the right" doesn't mean the 
same thing as "invasion" of staff e-mail. If we are 
not careful, we will open the gates to unnecessary 
and inappropriate (whatever that means!) probing 
by district tech staff. In theory, however, I feel 
this concept (the policy) is a good idea. 
3 5 I could not agree more strongly. This is a right 
that must be asserted at the outset and used at 
regular intervals to avoid the charge of selective 
enforcement. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to a district retaining the right to inspect 
and review district provided student electronic mail 
if given just cause to review. 
3 2 This strikes me as micro-managing by the board. 
The superintendent should have an operating 
policy specific to this issue. The board should 
have a top level policy dealing with acceptable 
use of all school district assets. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to the wording of parent permission slips 
related to student e-mail accounts. 
3 4 Although this is operational and not policy, it 
should come under the board's responsibilities to 
insure that there is legal compliance with the 
language chosen. That is not specific to this but 
to everything related to parent granting 
permission to do anything—and the limitations 
therein. 
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3 2 This strikes me as micro-managing by the board. 
The superintendent should have an operating 
policy specific to this issue. The board should 
have a top level policy dealing with acceptable 
use of all school district assets. 
3 2 This is micromanaging the process—both unwise 
from a policy standpoint and potentially 
dangerous from a legal standpoint. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to how quickly staff should be expected to 
reply to e-mail and voice-mail messages. 
3 1 Micro-managing by board... The superintendent 
should set district expectations 
3 2 Again, micromanaging something that ought to 
be a courtesy in the workplace. Besides, it is 
somewhat toothless. How does one discipline an 
employee or enforce retribution in cases of a 
violation? 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
relating to electronic vandalism which may include 
hacking or attempts to hack district 
servers/services, the purposeful introduction of a 
virus, unauthorized use of a student or staff 
network account, and physical damage to 
computers or other electronic equipment. 
3 2 This strikes me as micro-managing by the board. 
The superintendent should have an operating 
policy specific to this issue. The board should 
have a top level policy dealing with acceptable 
use of all school district assets. 
3 2 This ought to be a part of whatever student or 
staff discipline codes are present in the district. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which holds the district harmless for the loss of 
electronically stored data from staff and students. 
3 3 I don't think that would stand up in court. 
3 5 this is an integral part of a district's overall 
acceptable use policy and is commonly used and 
accepted throughout any organization using 
electronic means to conduct business 
3 1 Too detailed for a board policy. A legal matter 
mostly which the superintendent should work out 
with an attorney. 
3 4 As I have said before, this is probably more 
symbolic than true, but it does not hurt to have it 
in place and could pre-empt legal action against 
the district. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the length of time backup tapes/disks are 
kept on which e-mail and electronic files are 
archived as it relates to the state's sunshine/open-
meetings law(s). 
3 2 Too detailed for a board policy. The policy 
should just require the superintendent to follow 
the law. As far as this issue... the superintendent 
should work it out with an attorney. 
3 4 Because the purging policy is important written 
evidence in a court proceeding and evidence that 
the district adheres to the policy is persuasive, I 
think that it pays to think along these lines, 
approve a policy this way and to insist upon 
compliance. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
which controls or sets parameters for the use of 
cellular phones and pagers by students. 
3 2 Too detailed for a board policy. The policy 
should just require the superintendent to follow 
the law. As far as this issue... the superintendent 
should discuss it with staff and work it out with 
an attorney. 
3 2 Usual discipline expectations for students. 
3 4 If there is no standard, district-wide policy, then 
each principal is free to make it up as she or he 
sees fit. 
3 1 Should be in the staff handbook. 
3 2 As adults, staff members are expected to comport 
themselves appropriately within a workplace 
environment. Unless there is a problem—and that 
can be dealt with on an individual basis or a 
building-level basis—then I see no reason for the 
board to involve itself in a policy of this sort. 
Boards of education should consider a policy with 
regards to intellectual property rights of works 
created by students for a district course. 
3 2 This is a detail issue that the administration 
should work out with and an attorney and the 
staff. 
219 
Issue text Round Rating Comment 
Boards of education should consider a policy or 
review an existing policy with respect to 
compliance the federal copyright laws, fair use 
compliance, and the liability associated with 
violations by a staff member. 
3 2 This to detail for the board. The superintendent 
should have an operating policy specific to this 
issue. The board should have a top level policy 
dealing with staying within the law. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school within the state. 
3 2 This is a detail issue that the administration 
should work out with and an attorney, the State 
Dept of Ed and the staff. Boards should have a 
top level policy about quality of education. 
3 2 This is a detail issue that the administration 
should work out with and an attorney, the State 
Dept of Ed and the staff. Boards should have a 
top level policy about quality of education. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from an accredited K-
12 school from another country. 
3 2 This is a detail issue that the administration 
should work out with and an attorney, the State 
Dept of Ed and the staff. Boards should have a 
top level policy about quality of education. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from a non-accredited 
school or for-profit company. 
3 2 This is a detail issue that the administration 
should work out with and an attorney, the State 
Dept of Ed and the staff. Boards should have a 
top level policy about quality of education. 
Boards of education should consider a policy 
regarding the parameters and procedures for 
accepting credit for graduation for an 
online/Internet-based course from a community 
college, college or university. 
3 1 This is a detail issue that the administration 
should work out with and an attorney, the State 
Dept of Ed and the staff. Boards should have a 
top level policy about quality of education. 
Boards of education should consider a policy on 
the use of free commercially sponsored Web 
hosting sites by staff for school-related clubs or 
activities. 
3 2 Boards should keep policy at a top level, not into 
detail like this. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy {to implement a program to} donate surplus 
computers to students. 
3 2 A staff and administration issue. 
3 4 This seems to me like it has strong public policy 
implications, and could make it easier for 
philanthropists to direct technology donations to 
children in need. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to copyright compliance in the 
acquisition of software, and {the process} for 
placing software on district computers. 
3 1 Should be covered by top level (legal) policy. 
Stay within the law and instructional materials 
adoption. 
3 2 Copyright is the law. Board policy would be 
redundant. 
3 3 Most districts already have a policy that 
employees and students are to follow all 
copyright laws. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy commercialism and collection of 
information from students by for-profit entities. 
3 0 The statement of this topic is missing one or more 
words. 
3 3 Community driven issue. Board should bring it 
up with the community. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on how to handle requests to donated 
computers. 
3 4 Equitable distribution issues might require board 
policy to set direction. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on many academically-oriented policy areas 
that pertain to information and communication 
technology. 
3 0 Unclear on the question 
3 3 Not clear Q 
3 0 I'd need an example of what this means. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy on students being able to turn in written 
assignments electronically (for example, as email 
attachments). 
3 1 Staff and administration issue 
3 1 Classroom issue, not the board's. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding electronics and academic issues; 
plagiarism via Web sites, term paper checking 
services and their use by teachers, as two 
examples. 
3 2 Already covered in other policies. 
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*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy regarding labor issues, such as the use of e-
mail for political or union purposes. 
3 2 Should be a part of their fair use policies, in 
general. 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to educational use of the Internet and 
when non-educational use can occur. 
3 2 Staff and Administration issue 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to ensuring public input. 
3 1 Too broad a statement to put in policy. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to ongoing evaluation and revising 
of {ICT (information and communication 
technologies)} policy. 
3 2 All policies should be reviewed on an ongoing 
schedule, not just ICTs. State law differs on the 
requirement to review them. 
3 1 Required that policies be reevaluated on three 
year basis. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to staff supervision of student use of 
the Internet, as well as monitoring activities. 
3 2 Staff and administration issue 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy related to the safety and security of students 
when using electronic communications. 
3 4 In a broad sense I agree... policy should cover 
more than just electronic communication. Detail 
is a staff and administration operating policy 
issue. 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy requiring Web sites to be compliant with 
disability standards. 
3 3 Already covered by federal law. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that clearly define material and activities 
that are inappropriate—allowing for age 
distinctions. 
3 1 Staff and administration issue 
3 3 To me, this is dependent upon the circumstances 
of a particular district, and is not subject to a 
blanket statement. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that provides a process whereby third parties 
can contact the district with any complaints related 
to material on district Web site(s), as vehicle to 
ward off possible litigation. 
3 2 Staff and administration issue 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy that would encourage "open computers" 
assessment. This would be an expansion on the 
idea of "open book" and "open notes" assessment, 
and would be designed to encourage curriculum 
content and assessment that are more authentic and 
aligned than is currently the case. 
3 2 Staff and administration issue 
3 2 Do not feel this is a policy issue but a practice 
issue. 
3 2 This, again, gets into micromanaging the 
learning, instead of overseeing it in a general 
way. Educators can best decide when, how and in 
what way to use the tools to deliver knowledge. 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to continued funding for 
technologies, especially as legacy technologies are 
victims of planned obsolescence. 
3 2 Some boards may need this in policy... the board 
I am on now talks about it and makes sure the IT 
director is working it. 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to continued funding for 
technologies, especially as legacy technologies are 
victims of planned obsolescence. 
3 2 Same policy ought to apply for any 
instructional/management tools. 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to guidelines for hiring— 
considering whether they should be amended in 
light of a techno-capable population of applicants. 
To what extent, and in what way, are technology 
"capabilities" and/or literacy to be expected of new 
hires? 
3 1 Superintendent and administration issue 
3 5 We must have employees who get it. We must 
also be able to remove employees who do not 
want to be bothered. This will truly affect the 
future of public education. 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to issues surrounding wireless 
technologies. 
3 2 They are no different than any other 
communication issue. It is a Staff and 
administration issue. 
3 3 Not sure this is a policy - practice? 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to student use of personal 
technology devices (laptops, PDAs). 
3 2 It is a staff and administration issue 
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•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to student use of mobile 
technology devices such as the use of handheld 
computing devices., .and the matter of portability, 
integration into existing network schema, etc. 
3 2 It is a staff and administration issue 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to the requirements to educate 
students related to safe and responsible use of the 
Internet. 
3 2 It is a staff and administration issue 
*NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to use of school-owned 
technologies (computers, resources, etc.) by non-
employee publics who use school facilities, 
particularly after hours. Ex: night classes taught at 
school. 
3 3 Some guidance is needed by the board, but the 
specifics of how much and who pays should be 
left to the staff and administration. 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider a 
policy with respect to Web pages created by 
students off site that references the school or its 
employees in a negative light. Comment: In our 
state we make a strong differentiation between 
policies (only set by board) and guidelines. Some 
of these items better fall under the category of 
guideline. 
3 1 The court cases are very clear on this... school 
policy has no application to what goes on outside 
the school. You would have to show damages 
plus how you were unable to prevent viewing of 
the Web pages IN the school before the court 
would uphold your complaint. 
•NEW* Boards of education should consider the 
information and communication technology 
standards that are to be met by newly hired 
teachers. For example, a board might have a policy 
that new-hires must meet the ISTE NETS for 
teachers, or that they must meet them within two 
years of being hired. 
3 2 Good discussion item for the board, but clearly 
the superintendent's issue. 
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